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(1) 

AN EXAMINATION OF THE PRESIDENT’S 
FISCAL YEAR 2008 BUDGET REQUEST FOR 
THE DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

Friday, February 9, 2007 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY, 

Washington, DC. 
The committee met, pursuant to call, at 9:10 a.m., in Room 311, 

Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Bennie G. Thompson [chair-
man of the committee] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Thompson, Sanchez, Markey, Dicks, 
Lofgren, Jackson Lee, Christensen, Etheridge, Langevin, Carney, 
Carney, Green, Perlmutter, King, Lungren, and Bilirakis. 

Chairman THOMPSON. The committee on Homeland Security will 
come to order. The committee is meeting today to receive testimony 
on the President’s fiscal year 2008 budget request for the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. 

Welcome, Mr. Secretary. 
Let me begin by thanking you for delivering your testimony with-

in the time frame requested by the committee. This is a good start 
for the new Congress. I appreciate your cooperation to date on this 
matter. I believe I have seen you more this year than I did all in 
the last Congress. You are keeping your word about meeting more 
often with this committee, and I appreciate it, and I know the 
members do likewise. 

Last February, when you appeared before this committee to dis-
cuss the administration’s fiscal year 2007 budget, the entire Nation 
was disgusted with the atrocious response to Hurricane Katrina. 
Confidence in FEMA and the overall Department was at an all- 
time low. At the same time, in last year’s budget, the Department 
proposed drastic cuts to programs that assist our first responders 
who are on the front lines of the war on terror here at home, and 
finally, for mass transit, rail and critical infrastructure, we were 
enormously shortchanged by that budget. It was evident to the Na-
tion that the Department was not prepared to handle another cata-
strophic terrorist attack or natural disaster. 

Today, the committee is reviewing the Department’s fiscal year 
2008 budget proposal, a budget which you will assert protects the 
Nation from dangerous people and goods, protects critical infra-
structure, improves emergency preparedness and response, and im-
proves the operation and management of the department. Well, 
this may be a new year, but in some instances, Mr. Secretary, it 
feels like deja vu. 
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I do recognize some significant increases in an area such as bor-
der security. Unfortunately, I fear that, behind the increases, lurk 
some problems rather than answers. For example, the budget re-
quests $31 million to add an additional 600 detention beds for fis-
cal year 2008. I am not sure that 600 beds are enough if the inten-
tion is to truly increase work site enforcement. In addition, adding 
beds alone is not the only issue. Detention space needs to be hu-
mane. Just last week, I saw reports of the tent city, nicknamed 
STRITMO, set up in Raymondville, Texas. The conditions depicted 
by these reports are far from humane. I can assure you that this 
committee will be looking into this matter. 

I also have other concerns, Mr. Secretary. I am concerned that 
the budget does not adequately address why the Department 
ranked at the bottom for the second time in nearly every category 
of the OPM employee satisfaction, certainly. I am also concerned 
that the budget is, again, passing the Homeland Security book to 
State and locals. 

Once again, the President’s budget would eliminate funding for 
local law enforcement terrorism detention program. This year’s 
budget would cut 52 percent from the State Homeland Security 
grant program, which provides grants to first responders in all 50 
States and U.S. territories. The Firefighters Grant Program, the 
Fire Act, would be cut by nearly 50 percent. First responder train-
ing grants would be slashed by 55 percent, and the President’s 
budget would zero out funding for grants to metropolitan medical 
systems that are needed to prepare for the mass casualties from a 
disaster like pandemic flu. 

As I have said to you before, millions of lives are at stake, and 
we can not continue to protect the homeland on the cheap, nor can 
we do it through contracting services. 

One last note. I am, personally very disappointed that you are 
zeroing out the minority serving institution research and fellowship 
program. As we have discussed on numerous occasions, the Depart-
ment must reach out to these institutions to assure that our Home-
land Security efforts mirror America and its citizens. This elimi-
nation does not show a commitment to doing so. 

With that, Mr. Secretary, I look forward to hearing your testi-
mony about the Department’s fiscal year 2008 budget priorities and 
its justifications. 

The Chair now recognizes the ranking member of the full com-
mittee, the gentleman from New York, Mr. King, for an opening 
statement. 

Mr. KING. Thank you, Chairman Thompson. 
Good morning, Mr. Secretary. It is nice to see you again. 
Let me, at the outset, say that I sat through most of the hearing 

the other day when we heard testimony from the inspector general 
and the comptroller general, and quite frankly, what I got from the 
testimony is that I think that you and your management team that 
you have in place are doing a very good job. The fact is, when you 
are talking about 22 departments and agencies being consolidated 
and 80,000 employees, all of those numbers we have heard before, 
there are tremendous challenges, and I believe that you and the 
team you have in place are going definitely in the right direction 
and have a plan in place. 
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Also, I would like to, for the record—and I took this from the De-
partment’s Web site. It is a list of the accomplishments for 2006 
of Homeland Security. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to make this part of the record. 
Chairman THOMPSON. Without objection. 
[The Information follows:] 

FOR THE RECORD 

SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD BY THE HONORABLE PETER T. KING, RANKING MEMBER, 
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY 

Fact Sheet: Select Homeland Security Accomplishments For 2006 

Release Date: December 29, 2006 
Securing The Nation’s Transportation System: Transportation Security Ad-
ministration (TSA) 

• TSA Responds to Liquid Explosive Threat in London: In response to the foiled 
terror plot in England, TSA trained its 43,000 security officers to address the 
threat of liquid explosives in a matter of hours. After two days security wait 
times returned to normal levels. Six weeks later, after conducting extensive ex-
plosive testing with our federal partners, TSA again proved its flexibility by 
modifying its ban on liquids by allowing limited quantities onboard aircraft. 
Again, efficiency was not seriously affected and in fact wait times during the 
Thanksgiving holiday were slightly lower than in 2005. 
• TSA Strengthens Air Cargo Security: In Fall 2006, TSA issued two secu-
rity directives requiring inspection of 100 percent of high risk cargo, as well as 
packages tendered to airlines at the ticket counters. TSA also expanded the use 
of explosives detection canine teams to screen cargo and added 100 air cargo 
inspectors. 
• TSA Screens 700,000 Port Workers: TSA conducted more than 700,000 
name-based security threat assessments on port workers. In partnership with 
the U.S. Coast Guard, TSA issued a proposed rule and will soon issue a final 
rule that clears the path to begin enrollment for the Transportation Worker 
Identification Credential (TWIC) program in early 2007. 
• TSA Raises Freight Rail Security Baseline: TSA worked with freight rail 
stakeholders to mitigate the greatest vulnerability in freight rail transportation 
the standing Toxic Inhalation Hazard (TIH) rail car. These efforts provide for 
minimizing the occurrence of unattended TIH cars in High Threat Urban Areas, 
and if they are present, lowering the cars’ standstill times and providing protec-
tion or surveillance. TSA also published a notice of proposed rulemaking that 
would require a secure chain of custody for certain security sensitive materials 
and a car location reporting requirement allowing DHS to locate any car con-
taining security sensitive materials at any time. 
• TSA Commences Baseline Security Evaluations for Mass Transit and 
Passenger Rail Systems: Through this program, 100 nation-wide Surface 
Transportation Inspectors reviewed implementation of 17 Security and Emer-
gency Management Action Items that TSA and the Department of Transpor-
tation’s Federal Transit Administration (DOT/FTA) jointly developed, in coordi-
nation with the Mass Transit Sector Coordinating Council. Implementation of 
the action items helps elevate security readiness throughout the public trans-
portation industry by establishing baseline measures. 
• TSA Strengthens TSO Workforce: TSA has enhanced the TSO workforce 
through increased focus on IED training, lower injury rates, new career oppor-
tunities, and a new performance incentive system. 

Strengthening Border Security: Customs and Border Protection (CBP) 
• President Successfully Deploys 6,000 National Guard to Border: In 
support of the President’s initiative to deploy up to 6,000 National Guard per-
sonnel to the Southwest border, Border Patrol launched Operation Jumpstart. 
In addition to the National Guard deployment, Border Patrol staffing increased 
by 8 percent, from 11,265 to 12,349. 
• Increased Border Security At and Between the Nation’s Ports of 
Entry: CBP Border Patrol agents reduced the number of apprehensions at the 
borders by more than 8 percent in fiscal year 2006. As a result of targeted co-
ordinated enforcement efforts, CBP Border Patrol reduced non-Mexican illegal 
alien apprehensions by 35 percent. In fiscal year 2006, CBP Border Patrol 
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seized more than 1.3 million pounds of marijuana and 11,900 pounds of cocaine 
between the ports of entry. CBP officers at the nation’s ports of entry seized 
more than 644,000 pounds of marijuana, arrested more than 23,000 suspected 
criminals, interdicted more than 209,000 inadmissible aliens and 1.628 million 
agricultural interceptions (meats and plants). 
• Increased Border Security Draws Reduction in Apprehensions: CBP 
Border Patrol agents reduced the number of apprehensions at the borders by 
more than 8 percent compared to last year. As a result of targeted enforcement 
efforts and close coordination with other federal, state, tribal and local agencies, 
the Border Patrol saw a 35 percent decrease in the number of apprehensions 
of non-Mexican illegal aliens compared to 2005. 
• CBP Deploys Over 880 Radiation Portal Monitors at Land and Sea 
Ports: CBP deployed 280 new radiation portal monitors throughout the Na-
tion’s ports of entry, bringing the number of radiation portal monitors to 881 
at the Nation’s land and sea ports of entry. 
• CSI Expands to 50 Ports, Covering Over 80 Percent of Containers: 
CBP expanded the Container Security Initiative (CSI), increasing participating 
ports to 50 in fiscal year 2006. CSI now covers more than 80 percent of U.S.- 
bound maritime containers. 
• Processed 61 Repatriation Flights: During the evacuations from Lebanon, 
DHS facilitated the processing of 61 civilian and military repatriation flights or 
11,287 U.S. citizens, while continuing to be vigilant in identifying any individ-
uals who would try and enter the U.S. fraudulently or with malicious intent. 
DHS fully vetted all arriving persons and ensured that all persons were checked 
for terrorism links, criminal warrants, immigration and other violations. Fed-
eral Air Marshals, Aviation Security Inspectors and Transportation Security Of-
ficers were also deployed to key sites both in the U.S. and abroad to facilitate 
secure flight and screening operations. 
• DHS Awards SBInet Contract to Boeing: DHS awarded a contract to Boe-
ing Co. to implement SBInet along the Northern and Southern Borders. The 
program will provide DHS with the best possible tools to detect, identify, clas-
sify, respond to and resolve illegal entry attempts at our land borders. 
• CBP Increases Capability to Secure the Northern Border: CBP Air and 
Marine opened its third of 5 Air Branches planned for the Northern Border of 
the United States. The Great Falls Air Branch, Montana joins the Bellingham, 
Washington, and Plattsburgh, New York, Air Branches in supporting Homeland 
Security efforts along the northern tier. 
• Ports of Entry Inspections Form First Line of Defense at Land Bor-
ders: CBP officers inspected 422 million travelers, more than 132 million cars, 
trucks, buses trains, vessels and aircraft. CBP Officers inspected 1.19 million 
private vehicles, 11.48 million trucks and more than 1 million aircraft. 
• CBP Immigration Advisory Program (IAP) Enhances Security: The 
IAP enhances security by preventing terrorists and other high-risk passengers 
from boarding aircraft destined for the United States. Since its inception in 
2004, IAP teams have made more than 1,000 no-board recommendations for 
high-risk or inadequately documented passengers. IAP accomplishments equate 
to approximately $1.6 million in cost avoidance associated with detaining and 
removing passengers who would have been returned after having been refused 
admission to the United States, and $1.5 million in potential air carrier poten-
tial savings. 

Protecting National Security and Upholding Public Safety: Immigration 
and Customs Enforcement (ICE) 

• ‘‘Catch and Return’’ Replaces ‘‘Catch-and-Release’’ Along the Borders: 
The practice of ‘‘catch and release’’ for non-Mexican aliens existed for years and 
was one of the greatest impediments to gaining control of the border. In 2006, 
the Department of Homeland Security and ICE re-engineered the detention and 
removal process to effectively end this practice along the border, an accomplish-
ment that many considered impossible in 2005 when only approximately 29 per-
cent of apprehended non-Mexican aliens were detained along the border. 
• ICE Sets New Record for Worksite Enforcement: More than 4,300 ar-
rests were made in ICE worksite enforcement cases, more than seven times the 
arrests in 2002, the last full year of operations for U.S. Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service. 
• ICE Sets New Record for Compliance Enforcement: ICE completed 
5,956 compliance enforcement investigations resulting in the administrative ar-
rest of 1,710 overstay and status violators, a 75 percent increase over the num-
ber of administrative arrests in FY 2005. 
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• ICE Sets New Record for Alien Removals: ICE removed a record 189,670 
illegal aliens from the country this fiscal year, a twelve percent increase over 
the number of removals during the prior fiscal year. ICE also increased its de-
tention bed space by 6,300 during fiscal year 2006. Combined with fiscal year 
2007 enhancements, ICE is now funded for a total of 27,700 beds. 
• ICE Nearly Triples the Number of Fugitive Operations Teams: ICE 
nearly tripled the number of fugitive operations teams deployed nationwide 
from 18 to 50. These additional teams maximized the efficiency of ICE immigra-
tion enforcement efforts to locate, apprehend and remove fugitive aliens, nearly 
one-third of whom have criminal histories. 
• ICE Dismantles one of the World’s Most Powerful Drug Cartels: ICE 
concluded a 15-year probe into Colombia’s Cali drug cartel, once responsible for 
80 percent of the world’s cocaine supply, with guilty pleas by its leaders and 
a $2 billion forfeiture settlement. More than 141 members of this organization 
have been arrested, indicted or convicted as part of this ICE case. 
• ICE Targets Transnational Gangs: Through Operation Community Shield, 
ICE arrested roughly 2,290 violent gang members nationwide in 2006, of which 
1,073 had convictions for violent crimes. Since its inception in 2005, Operation 
Community Shield has resulted in the arrest of 3,700 gang members. 

Protecting the Public, the Environment & U.S. Economic Interests: U.S. 
Coast Guard 

• U.S.Coast Guard Christens First New High Endurance Cutter in Over 
35 Years: The U.S. Coast Guard christened the Coast Guard cutter Bertholf, 
the first new high endurance cutter to be built in more than 35 years and the 
first National Security Cutter in its Deepwater acquisition program. The cutter 
was designed to satisfy the Coast Guard’s multi-mission responsibilities in 
homeland security, national defense, marine safety and environmental protec-
tion. The Coast Guard cutter Bertholf will play an important role in enhancing 
the Coast Guard’s operational readiness, capacity and effectiveness at a time 
when the demand for its services has never been higher. 
• U.S. Coast Guard Implements National Capital Region Air Defense 
Mission: The U.S. Coast Guard officially assumed responsibility for air inter-
cept operations in the nation’s capital from U.S. Customs and Border Protec-
tion. The Coast Guard will support the North American Aerospace Defense 
Command’s mission with its rotary wing air intercept capability. Coast Guard 
HH–65C helicopters and crews will be responsible for intercepting unauthorized 
aircraft which fly into an air defense identification zone that surrounds Wash-
ington. 
• U.S. Coast Guard Arrests ‘‘Tijuana Cartel’’ Drug Lord: In August, off 
the coast of San Diego, the U.S. Coast Guard, along with federal drug 
agents, arrested Mexican drug lord Francisco Javier Arellano-Felix, 
leader of a major violent gang, known as the Tijuana Cartel, respon-
sible for digging elaborate tunnels to smuggle drugs under the U.S. bor-
der. 
• U.S.Coast Guard Set Records for Drug Seizures and Arrests: This year, 
counter-drug boardings from U.S. and Royal Navy vessels resulted in all-time 
records for seizures and arrests. The 93,209 pounds of drugs that were seized 
was more than the combined amount seized in the last two years. 

Preventing or Mitigating the Effects of Catastrophic Terrorism: Science 
and Technology (S&T) 

• DHS Launches the Air Cargo Explosives Detection Pilot Program: The 
$30 million program, launched at San Francisco International Airport and at 
Seattle-Tacoma International Airport, is designed to capture vital information 
associated with enhanced air cargo screening and inspection, and will provide 
critical knowledge to help TSA make future decisions and assist in technological 
research and development planning for the national air cargo security infra-
structure. 
• S&T Announces National Interoperability Baseline Survey Results: 
The Office for Interoperability and Compatibility’s SAFECOM program has re-
leased the final results of its National Interoperability Baseline Survey, fielded 
earlier this year to measure the capacity for interoperable communications 
among emergency response agencies nationwide. By identifying the Nation’s 
interoperability capacities, survey findings will help policy makers and emer-
gency response leaders make informed decisions about strategies for improving 
interoperability and target resources. The landmark analysis surveyed 22,400 
law enforcement, fire, and emergency medical service agencies nationwide, and 
had a response rate of approximately 30 percent. 
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• TSA Conducts Rail Security Explosives Detection Pilot Programs: Rail 
Security Explosives Detection Pilot Programs were conducted in Baltimore, MD 
and Jersey City, NJ to test and evaluate security equipment and operating pro-
cedures as part of DHS’s broader efforts to protect citizens and critical infra-
structure from possible terrorist attacks. 
• S&T Breaks Ground for the National Biodefense Analysis and Coun-
termeasures Center(NBACC): The facility will comprise roughly 160,000 
gross square feet with a concentration of research and associated space. NBACC 
will support a staff of approximately 120, and will house two centers, the Bio-
logical Threat Characterization Center and the National Bioforensic Analysis 
Center. 
• DHS Awards Contracts to Support Emerging Counter-MANPADS 
Technologies: S&T completed Phase II of a multi-phase program to migrate 
onboard military countermeasures technology to commercial aircraft to protect 
against shoulder-fired, anti-aircraft missiles, known as Man-Portable Air De-
fense Systems (MANPADS). Under Phase III of the program S&T and its indus-
try partners are collecting operations, support, and performance data. Addition-
ally, S&T selected three firms to receive $7.4 million in combined contract 
awards to assess alternative methods to counter the MANPADS threat. 

Keeping America’s Doors Open While Ensuring National Security: U.S. 
Citizenship and Immigration Services(USCIS) 

• USCIS Eliminates Backlog: Through increased productivity, reengineered 
processes, and automated services, USCIS eliminated case backlogs of applica-
tions for immigration services and benefits, reducing the backlog from 3.8 mil-
lion cases in January 2004 to less than 10,000 at the end of September 2006. 
• USCIS Establishes National Security and Records Verification Direc-
torate: To combat fraud and criminal activity, USCIS established the National 
Security and Records Verification Directorate, deploying hundreds of officers 
who specialize in the detection of fraudulent documentation and immigration 
scams to USCIS field offices and centers throughout the United States. 
• Basic Pilot Employment Eligibility Verification Program Enrolls 
11,000 Employers: USCIS enrolled more than 12,500 employers and busi-
nesses in the Basic Pilot Employment Eligibility Verification Program. This pro-
gram verifies the work authorization of more than one million new hires a year 
at 47,000 hiring sites across the United States through online employment au-
thorization checks against Social Security Administration and DHS databases. 
• USCIS Expands Electronic Filing: USCIS expanded opportunities for cus-
tomers to file service or benefit applications electronically, and then track the 
status of their cases online through the USCIS.gov Web site. To further simplify 
immigration processing, new biometric standards were developed that permit 
USCIS to store electronic fingerprints, photographs, and signatures. 
• USCIS Welcomes New American Service Members: USCIS naturalized 
members of the United States armed forces during special overseas ceremonies 
in Afghanistan, Djibouti, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Iraq, Italy, Japan, Kuwait, 
Kenya, South Korea, Spain, the United Kingdom and in the South Pacific 
aboard the USS Kitty Hawk. This year, USCIS welcomed more than 1,604 new 
Americans during these ceremonies. 

Establishing A Nimble, Effective Emergency Response System: Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 

• Rebuilding FEMA as the Preeminent Emergency Management Agency 
for the Nation: FEMA is concentrating efforts on improving core competencies, 
in such areas as Incident Management, Operational Planning, Disaster Logis-
tics, Emergency Communications, Public Communication and Customer Service. 
FEMA is also focused on improving its business process to develop a strong 
foundation to support its mission, and has undertaken agency-wide organiza-
tional assessments in areas that range from human resources and logistics, to 
budgeting, communications, financial management, procurement and data sys-
tems management. 
• DHS Pre-Designates Disaster Coordination Teams: In preparation for 
the 2006 hurricane season, DHS pre-designated five teams to coordinate the 
federal government’s role in support of state and local governments preparing 
for, and responding to major natural disasters. In total, 27 federal officials were 
appointed, each with unique expertise and experience. 
• FEMA Achieves Key Developments in Assisting Disaster Victims: 
FEMA increased registration capability to 200,000 a day through its toll-free 
registration number, online registration process, registering individuals in shel-
ters and using mobile units; increased home inspection capacity to 20,000 a day; 
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activated a contract to assist in identity verification in future disasters; and 
tightened processes to speed up delivery of needed aid while simultaneously re-
ducing waste, fraud and abuse. 
• FEMA Strengthens Logistics Management Capabilities: FEMA imple-
mented the Total Asset Visibility (TAV) program to provide enhanced visibility, 
awareness, and accountability over disaster relief supplies and resources. It as-
sists in both resource flow and supply chain management. FEMA implemented 
Phase One of TAV in the hurricane-prone Gulf Coast States for the 2006 hurri-
cane season and plans to expand it to all the regions. Interagency Agreements, 
Memoranda of Understanding, and private sector contracts were also developed 
to strengthen disaster logistics capabilities. 
• FEMA Improves Communications and Situational Awareness: Real 
time information sharing is already occurring. To improve upon existing sys-
tems, DHS has initiated technological advances and elevated the standard by 
using satellite imagery, upgrading radios, and employing frequency manage-
ment. The new National Response Coordination Center at FEMA is now oper-
able. In addition, Mobile Registration Intake Centers, logistics supply systems 
and total asset visibility programs have been implemented. 
• Real time information sharing is occurring at all levels including 
local, state and federal. Advances in technology are being utilized; satellite 
imagery, upgraded radios and frequency management are the new standard. 
• FEMA Enlists Seasoned Leadership Team: In addition to the confirma-
tion of Director R. David Paulison, FEMA has built a strong team of leaders 
across the organization who each bring more than 20 years of experience in 
emergency management or applicable fields. FEMA has also filled nine out of 
ten Regional Director positions with the same standard of experience, illus-
trating the vital importance of strong regional leadership, and is in the process 
of filling the last position. 

Building a Culture of Preparedness: Emergency Preparedness 
• DHS Awards $2.6 Billion for Preparedness: Included in this total, ap-
proximately $1.7 billion in Homeland Security Grant funds has been awarded 
to state and local governments for equipment, training, exercises and various 
other measures designed to increase the level of security in communities across 
the nation. $400 million in grants was awarded to strengthen the nation’s abil-
ity to prevent, protect against, respond to, and recover from terrorist attacks, 
major disasters and other emergencies that could impact this country’s critical 
infrastructure. Almost $300 million was also distributed in fire grants to fire 
departments and EMS organizations to enhance their response capabilities and 
to more effectively protect the health and safety of the public and emergency 
response personnel with respect to fire and all other hazards. 
• DHS Reviews 131 State and Local Emergency Plans: By reviewing state 
and local disaster plans, collocating decision-makers, and pre-designating fed-
eral leadership, DHS is improving coordination across all levels of government. 
Through the Nationwide Plan Review, DHS completed visits to 131 sites (50 
states, 6 territories, and 75 major urban areas) and reviewed the disaster and 
evacuation plans for each. These reviews will allow DHS, states and urban 
areas to identify deficiencies and improve catastrophic planning. 
• DHS Completes National Infrastructure Protection Plan (NIPP): The 
NIPP is a comprehensive risk management framework that clearly defines crit-
ical infrastructure protection roles and responsibilities for all levels of govern-
ment, private industry, nongovernmental agencies and tribal partners. 
• DHS Receives New Authority to Enhance Chemical Security: DHS was 
given authority by Congress to implement risk-based security standards for 
chemical facilities that present high levels of security risk. This allows the de-
partment to recognize the significant investments that responsible facilities 
have made in security, while providing the department with authority to ensure 
that high-risk facilities have adequate safeguards in place. 

Transforming U.S. Border Management & Immigration Systems: US-VISIT 
• DHS and DOJ Begin to Establish Interoperability: DHS and the Depart-
ment of Justice began the initial phase of establishing interoperability between 
the US-VISIT program’s Automated Biometric Identification System (IDENT) 
and the FBI’s Integrated Automated Fingerprint Identification System (IAFIS) 
fingerprint databases. This interoperability will increase DHS and the State De-
partment’s ability to screen travelers, increase accuracy of matching, and pro-
vide greater ability to match against latent prints. 
• DHS Tests Biometric Verification At Sea: US-VISIT has teamed with the 
U.S. Coast Guard to test mobile biometrics collection at sea. The U.S. Coast 
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Guard and US-VISIT began a pilot program to collect biometric information dig-
ital fingerprints and photographs from migrants interdicted while attempting to 
unlawfully enter U.S. territory through the Mona Passage, the body of water 
between the Dominican Republic and Puerto Rico. 
• US-VISIT Deploys E-Passport Readers to 33 Airports: US-VISIT com-
pleted deployment of e-Passport readers to 33 U.S. airports so that ports of 
entry have the capability to compare and authenticate data in e-Passports 
issued by Visa Waiver Program (VWP) countries. 

Protecting Our Nation from Dangerous Goods: Domestic Nuclear Detection 
Office (DNDO) 

• DNDO Awards over $1 Billion for Next Generation Nuclear Detection 
Devices: DNDO announced the award of Advanced Spectroscopic Portal (ASP) 
program contracts totaling $1.15 billion to enhance the detection of radiological 
and nuclear materials at the nation’s ports of entry. ASP models were deployed 
to the Nevada Test Site, where they will be tested using nuclear threat mate-
rial. Portals have also been delivered to the New York Container Terminal for 
data collection. 
• DNDOEstablishes Nuclear Forensics Center: DNDO established the Na-
tional Technical Nuclear Forensics Center to collect and analyze material evi-
dence in order to identify and ultimately prosecute those responsible for any po-
tential act of nuclear terrorism. 

Training Our Front Line Officers: Federal Law Enforcement Training 
Center (FLETC) 

• FLETC Trains 51,000: Over 51,000 federal, state, local, tribal, campus and 
international law enforcement agents and officers were trained by FLETC on topics 
including border security, and the prevention and detection of nuclear, radiological 
or biological attacks. 
Establishing Policy to Protect Our Nation: DHS Policy Office 

• DHS Renegotiates Passenger Name Record Data: DHS successfully re-
negotiated an interim agreement regarding Passenger Name Record (PNR) data 
with the European Union, allowing the department to make full use of pas-
senger data as needed to protect our borders. Under the agreement, CBP will 
have new flexibility to share PNR data with other counter-terrorism agencies 
within the U.S. government, carrying out the President’s mandate to remove ob-
stacles to counter-terrorism information sharing. 
• Secure Freight Initiative Launches to Begin Screening at Foreign 
Ports: DHS and the Department of Energy announced the first phase of the 
Secure Freight Initiative, an unprecedented effort to build upon existing port 
security measures by enhancing the federal government’s ability to scan con-
tainers for nuclear and radiological materials overseas and to better assess the 
risk of inbound containers. The initial phase involves the deployment of a com-
bination of existing technology and proven nuclear detection devices to six for-
eign ports: Port Qasim, Pakistan; Puerto Cortes, Honduras; Southampton, 
United Kingdom; Port Salalah, Oman; Port of Singapore; and the Gamman Ter-
minal at Port Busan, Korea. 
• Administration Announces Security Improvements to Visa Waiver 
Program: The Administration announced its intention to work with Congress 
to reform the Visa Waiver Program (VWP), to strengthen security and facilitate 
international allies’ ability to join the program. A significant component of the 
proposed reform is the implementation of a secure travel authorization system 
that would allow us to receive data about travelers from VWP countries before 
they board a plane. 

Always Be Ready: Ready Campaign 
• Ad Council Deems Ready One of the Most Successful Campaigns: The 
Ad Council declared the Ready Campaign one of the most successful campaigns 
in its more than 60-year history. The campaign has generated more than $593 
million in donated media support. The Web site has received more than 1.9 bil-
lion hits, the toll-free number has received more than 272,000 calls and more 
than 9.7 million Ready materials have been requested or downloaded. 
• Ready Kids Launches in February: Ready Kids, an extension of the Ready 
campaign, was launched as a tool to help parents and teachers educate children 
in ages 8—12 about emergencies and how they can help get their family pre-
pared. 
• DHS and the Ad Council Launch New Ads: Together with the Ad Council, 
DHS released new television, radio, print, outdoor and internet PSAs to support 
the Ready campaign. 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 11:00 May 20, 2009 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6621 H:\DOCS\110-HRGS\110-3\35262.TXT HSEC PsN: DIANE



9 

Preparing for & Responding to Incidents of Medical Significance: Office of 
Chief Medical Officer 

• DHS Coordinates Pandemic Influenza Activities: The Office of the Chief 
Medical Officer (OCMO) coordinated the department’s pandemic influenza pre-
paredness activities, including: serving as DHS representative to White House 
Homeland Security Council’s Pandemic Influenza planning processes (National 
Strategy, Implementation Plan for National Strategy); overseeing formation and 
activities of the Department’s pandemic working groups; representing DHS at 
the Department of Health and Human Services’ State Pandemic Influenza sum-
mits; establishing the Pandemic Influenza Program Office within the OCMO; 
developing detailed spend plan for and initiated execution of $47 million Avian 
Influenza supplemental appropriation. 

Shaping the Intelligence Network: Intelligence & Analysis (I&A) 
• Fusion Centers Facilitate Flow of Information: I&A began embedding 
DHS analysts to state and local fusion centers across America. DHS has already 
deployed personnel to five centers and has provided over $380 million in sup-
port of these centers. 
• DHS Enhances Information Sharing with Government and Private 
Partners: I&A analysts produced and distributed nearly 450 intelligence prod-
ucts which provided actionable information which helped our partners protect 
their communities and critical infrastructure. 
• Installation Begins on Homeland Security Data Network (HSDN): 
While an interim capability has been in use for several years, I&A began in-
stalling the Homeland Security Data Network, a classified network that will 
allow the advanced, real-time communications capability to exchange informa-
tion up to the Secret level with our partners at the federal, state and local level. 
HSDN will be installed in every fusion center where I&A deploys an officer. 

Integrating and Unifying All Aspects of the Screening Process: Office of 
Screening Coordination 

• Office of Screening Coordination Created: DHS started the Office of 
Screening Coordination to integrate the department’s terrorist and immigration- 
related screening efforts, create unified screening standards and policies, and 
develop a single redress process for travelers. The office will generate new and 
innovative approaches to how the department detects and interdicts threats of 
all types and improve the experience for legitimate foreign travelers entering 
the United States. 

Strengthening and Unifying DHS Operations And Management: DHS Man-
agement 

• Chief Human Capitol Office Moves Forward with Performance Man-
agement Goals: DHS deployed its performance management program and its 
automated system to approximately 10,000 employees in multiple components 
and trained 350 senior executives and more than 11,000 managers and super-
visors in performance leadership. 
• The Office of Security Completes HSPD–12 Goals: The Office of Security 
met all Homeland Security Presidential Directive (HSPD) 12 requirements by 
deploying an HSPD–12 compliant credentialing system and associated policy 
and procedures. This new credential meets all federal requirements for inter-
operability and security. 
• The Chief Procurement Office Exceeds Small Business Goals: DHS 
awarded approximately 34 percent of DHS prime contracts to small businesses, 
exceeding the goal by 4 percent. 
• Chief Information Office Stands Up New Data Center: Data Center 
Services completed the Stennis Space Center Data Center Construction Phase 
I, 24,000 square feet, on time and the first application has been transferred to 
this data center. 

Countering the Drug Threat to the United States: Counternarcotics En-
forcement (CNE) 

• National Southwest Border Counternarcotics Implementation Plan 
Closes Gaps: On August 18th, 2006, DHS and the Department of Justice 
(DOJ), serving as co-chairs and represented by the Office of Counternarcotics 
Enforcement (CNE) and the Office of the Deputy Attorney General (ODAG) re-
spectively, submitted a National Southwest Border Counternarcotics Strategy 
and Implementation Plan to the International Drug Control Policy Coordinating 
Committee (IDC–PCC). This 235 page document identifies the major goals, ob-
jectives, and resource requirements for closing gaps in U.S. and Mexico counter-
narcotics capabilities along the Southwest Border. 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 11:00 May 20, 2009 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00013 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6621 H:\DOCS\110-HRGS\110-3\35262.TXT HSEC PsN: DIANE



10 

• Statement of Intent Specifies Department’s Effort Level in Counter-
narcotics Operations: The Office of Counternarcotics Enforcement, in collabo-
ration with the DHS Components, developed a document that formally specifies 
the Department’s intended baseline level of effort (personnel and resources) that 
will be made available to support counternarcotics operations. This Interagency 
Statement of Intent, required by the National Interdiction Command and Con-
trol Plan, will assist operational commanders in allocating resources to collect 
drug-related intelligence, as well as support operations that interdict drug 
smugglers in South America, Central America, the Gulf of Mexico, the Carib-
bean and Eastern Pacific regions. 

Protecting America and Preserving Our Freedoms: Civil Rights and Civil 
Liberties (CRCL) 

• CRCL Implements New Training Through The Civil Liberties Univer-
sity: The Office for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties, working with component 
offices throughout DHS, developed a number of useful training products and 
posters for DHS personnel, including: an hour-long training on the introduction 
to Arab American and Muslim American Cultures; on-line training that empha-
sizes the core elements of the National Detention Standards developed by the 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement Detention and Removal Office; two 
posters that provide guidance on how to screen and, if necessary, search individ-
uals who wear common Muslim and Sikh head coverings; and an educational 
poster on how to screen those of the Sikh faith who carry a kirpan, or ceremo-
nial religious dagger. 
• CRCL Implements Effective Processing of EEO Complaints: The Equal 
Employment Opportunity Program has developed an effective process for 
issuing Final Actions by hiring subject-matter experts, having a multi-tier qual-
ity control process, utilizing contractor support and exercising strong project 
management controls. The first priority has been addressing the oldest cases re-
ceived from DHS’s legacy organizations. The oldest case pre-dated DHS by 16 
years. As of December 1, 2006, CRCL received over 3812 EEO complaints of dis-
crimination for final agency action and over 3576 decisions have been issued. 
• DHS Co-sponsors Working Conference on Emergency Management 
and Individuals with Disabilities and the Elderly: CRCL, in partnership 
with the Department of Health and Human Services, co-sponsored a working 
conference on June 28—30, 2006. The conference brought together Governor-ap-
pointed State teams to connect State emergency management officials with key 
disability and aging experts to work toward integration of efforts within their 
jurisdiction’s emergency management framework; to facilitate cooperative plan-
ning with senior officials of the Federal Emergency Management Agency re-
gions; and to identify and institute measurable outcomes and systems for track-
ing results. 
• CRCL Continues Engagement with American Arab, Muslim, Sikh, 
South Asian and Other Ethnic and Religious Communities: CRCL has ac-
tively lead or participated in regularly-scheduled meetings with representatives 
from the American Arab, Muslim, Sikh, and South Asian communities in Hous-
ton, Los Angeles, Detroit, Chicago, Buffalo, and Washington, DC. CRCL has 
also established working relationships with immigration advocacy groups con-
cerned with border security and naturalization policies, and with leaders of the 
disability community to discuss emergency preparedness issues, particularly in 
the context of natural disasters. 

Mr. KING. Thank you, Mr.Chairman. 
I say this, though, as a prelude to saying that, as I go through 

the budget and I see some of the same reductions that Chairman 
Thompson spoke about, at least $420 million cuts in first responder 
grants, the zeroing out of the MMRS grants, the reduction in train-
ing grants, and also the SAFER grants—we see the problems we 
had last year in trying to find out how the money could be allo-
cated to go to the areas that needed it the most, and I remember, 
at the time, one of the rationales you gave was that you felt that 
Congress had not, perhaps, given enough money on the grants, and 
my concern is that, when the Department was started back in 
2003, it was put together with a budget which was supposed to in-
volve no extra costs to the Federal Government. Basically, we were 
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taking these other departments, and their costs would go with 
them, and there would be no net increase in costs to the govern-
ment. 

Well, since then, we have certainly gone much more into the 
issue of immigration that was contemplated when the Department 
was created. We have had Katrina, which showed that much more 
had to be done in the area of natural disasters. The committee last 
year legislated port security funding—I mean port security—chem-
ical plant security. 

This year, I know Chairman Thompson intends to have extensive 
hearings on rail and transit security, and my point is that are we 
looking at this budget number from the wrong direction. Are we 
taking a budget that was first brought up 4 years ago, which was 
a guesstimate which then Secretary O’Neill said was not going to 
cost one extra penny, and trying to work within that budget every 
year and add on a certain percentage, and add this to a budget 
which, perhaps, was inadequate to begin with? 

If we are at war with Islamic terrorism, if we are in a war simi-
lar to the war in Iraq and the war in Afghanistan, when we are 
at war, you decide how much money you need, and you work your 
way back from that. 

We should, rather than work within the box, make a larger box 
or look at it and really just look entirely at a new way of how we 
approach this and find out what is needed and what is not needed, 
not just throw money at programs, but it seems to me that we are 
limited so often. 

For instance, Press Secretary Snow said yesterday that we are 
trying to make the best we can with scarce resources. Well, if we 
are at war with Islamic terrorism, we should not have scarce re-
sources. 

So I would just ask you to consider that. Certainly, I intend to 
discuss this with the chairman as we go forward and also with the 
members on my side if we should be looking at this with larger pa-
rameters than we are right now. 

So, with that, I thank the chairman for giving me the time. 
Chairman Thompson and also Secretary Chertoff, one issue 

which I believe maybe we should discuss right now is the whole 
issue of interoperability, $1 billion which is jointly administered be-
tween yourselves and the Department of Commerce, and my under-
standing is that there is, thus far, still difficult to coming to a 
memorandum of understanding between the Department of Home-
land Security and the Commerce Department. Now, as I see it, 
interoperable communications are critically important to the Na-
tion’s first responders. The inability to communicate their depend-
ability to respond to an event creates further confusion. 

While I am concerned there should be greater flexibility to dis-
tribute these funds past the current fiscal year and to ensure that 
they use it effectively, I am deeply concerned about the delay of 
getting the administration’s grant program up and running. I am 
also deeply concerned regarding the grant guidance finance funds. 
Guidance should permit the use of funds for the purchase of inter-
operable systems that use bandwidths other than 700 megahertz. 
Many areas, including New York City, have spent millions of dol-
lars of their own funds to build interoperable communication sys-
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tems using bandwidths other than 700 megahertz. For more than 
10 years, New York has been utilizing channels at 16 frequencies 
of 400 megahertz bandwidth to achieve interoperability. Given the 
city’s dense urban areas, 700 megahertz just does not work, and 
that is just one example. You and I have discussed this, and I be-
lieve we are on the same page on this. 

Secretary Chertoff and Chairman Thompson, I hope you agree 
this is a critically important issue for first responders across the 
country. I hope we can gain assurances from you two today that 
you will ensure that grant guidance permits the purchase of the 
systems operating on bandwidths other than 700 megahertz. I 
would further encourage you to let us know when and where the 
Department is having problems in issuing agreements with the De-
partment of Commerce. 

I believe, Mr. Chairman, this is an issue of which you and I are 
in full agreement. 

Chairman THOMPSON. You are absolutely correct, Mr. King, and 
we will probably be sending a joint letter putting that position for-
ward to the Secretary before the response. Thank you very much. 

Mr. KING. I yield back the balance of my time. 
Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Ranking Member. 
Other members of the committee are reminded that, under the 

committee rules, open statements may be submitted for the record. 
Again, I welcome our witness today. When he was confirmed in 

2005, Secretary Michael Chertoff became the second person to 
serve as the head of the Department of Homeland Security. Prior 
to his confirmation, Mr. Chertoff served as a United States circuit 
judge for the Third Circuit Court of Appeals. Prior the that, he 
served as an Assistant Attorney General at the Department of Jus-
tice where he was instrumental in helping to trace the September 
11th terrorist attacks to the al-Qa’ida network. He served in a 
number of other public service positions. 

Mr. Secretary, I thank you for your service, and I appreciate your 
agreeing to testify here today. 

Please. 

STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL CHERTOFF, SECRETARY, 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

Secretary CHERTOFF. It is a pleasure to appear here at the begin-
ning of this new year and in Congress, and I appreciate the oppor-
tunity we have had already to meet informally, and I look forward 
to continuing that practice, which I think has been helpful to me, 
and I hope it has been helpful to you as well. I request that my 
full statement be made part of the record. I am going to just be 
brief in terms of summarizing what I have to say and then re-
sponding to questions. 

This is a budget that reflects an 8-percent increase over our fis-
cal year 2007 budget, and actually, almost 50 percent over the 2003 
fiscal year, so it does reflect an expanded amount of money recog-
nizing that we have an expanded mission. It reflects the Presi-
dent’s very strong commitment we articulated yesterday when we 
visited the Department, continuing to make sure we have the tools 
and resources that we need to enhance our security, but in a way 
that balances our freedom and our prosperity, and we do have, as 
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you point out, an enormous range of missions which I break down 
into 5 basic goals—keeping bad people out of the country, keeping 
bad or dangerous things out of the country, protecting our critical 
infrastructure, continuing to build a well-prepared and effective re-
sponse capability, and finally, strengthening the institution of the 
DHS, itself—and I am just going to briefly review where we are 
now and what we have accomplished and where we want to go in 
the next fiscal year on each of these items. 

Mr. Chairman, as you and the ranking member have pointed out, 
the border has become a very, very significant public issue, and we 
have devoted a lot of resources and have begun to see very positive 
results in getting control of the border. That includes investments 
we have made in high technology and tactical infrastructure. We 
are requesting $1 billion for the SPSBE NET program to continue 
to support the deployment of high technology in a virtual fence 
across the border, and where appropriate, we are now putting up 
fencing on the border. 

For example, in the Barry Goldwater range, which is basically a 
coordinated testing range for the military, we are putting up these 
pilings which will keep out vehicles, and we are welding fencing be-
tween the pilings to keep people out. That protects the people as 
well as the mission. I am delighted to say the Deputy Secretary 
was down there himself last week doing some of the welding, but 
in addition to the high-tech and the fencing, we are also well on 
the way to doubling the border patrol as the President committed 
last year, looking to have at the end of this coming fiscal year 
17,819 border patrol and then getting to 18,319 by the end of the 
calendar year. 

These boots on the ground, additional infrastructure and the fact 
that the National Guard has been working with us has produced 
some very significant results, which I will mention in a moment. 

Another piece of this, of course, is when we apprehend people 
and what we do with them. We have ended the policy of catch and 
release for those who are illegally here and caught at the border. 
We have done that through a combination of better processing 
times, but also by increasing the number of beds from 18,500 in fis-
cal year 05 to 27,500 in this fiscal year, and are looking to add al-
most 1,000 additional beds for fiscal year 2008, which would get us 
to 28,500. 

This has allowed us, to the extent the law permits, to detain and 
remove everybody that we catch at the border, and this has had a 
very significant deterrent effect with expect to non Mexicans who 
used to come into the country with the belief that, even when they 
were caught, they would be released into the community, and then 
they would never show up again. So we begin to see the deterrent 
effect as it is felt through the community of people who are trying 
to sneak in. 

I am going to show you a chart now that shows what we have 
seen in terms of trends and apprehensions of people coming across 
the southern border, which show that since we began Operation 
Jump Start and our increased enforcement in the middle of last 
year, which was—you have the wrong chart up. No. Keep going 
back. We are going to show you the decreases in apprehensions. 
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What you will see is, from the third quarter of fiscal year 2006, 
which is when we began putting more boots on the ground, through 
the fourth quarter and into the present, we have had for the first 
time a reversal of the trend of the number of people coming across 
the border, the number of incursions and the number of apprehen-
sions. That is quite dramatic. It went down 13 percent and 37 per-
cent in the third and fourth quarters relative to the prior quarters. 
That does not mean that we have done the job. What it means is 
we have begun to have an impact, and it means that we now have 
some momentum which we have to keep building upon if we are 
to get this job done. 

Finally, our increased work site enforcement, including a dra-
matic rise in the number of criminal penalties brought against 
companies that systematically violate the immigration laws, has 
begun to have an impact on that economic engine that draws peo-
ple illegally into the country. 

We have also made dramatic impact in terms of our protection 
of our ports. Three years ago, we only screened about 48 percent 
of our cargo overseas under the container security issue. Now we 
do 82 percent. Four or 5 years ago, we had no radiation portal 
monitors at our seaports. By the end of this year, virtually 100 per-
cent of the containers coming into the United States will go 
through radiation portal monitors at our ports before they enter 
the country, and by the end of next year, our budget proposes to 
have virtually 100 percent of our land ports with the radiation por-
tal monitors that will screen for radiation and for containers and 
cargo coming in. We are also, pursuant to the Safe Ports Act, be-
ginning the process of deploying radiation systems and x-ray sys-
tems at overseas ports, including Pakistan, the United Kingdom 
and Honduras. So, to the extent that foreign governments allow us 
to do so, we can actually do this standing overseas. 

Let me turn to critical infrastructure. Critical infrastructure, 
whether it be TSA where we are beginning to deploy document 
checkers to add a new level of defense for our air system or wheth-
er it is our new chemical plant regulations and toxic regulations 
and rail regulations, we are seeing significant steps forward raising 
the bar for security for all elements of our infrastructure. We have 
completed a national infrastructure protection plan. We have got 
submissions on each of the critical sectors in terms of their security 
plans, and we are working to validate and to elevate the security 
at all elements of our economy. 

Let me turn fourth to emergency preparedness response. I think 
FEMA has demonstrated in the last year a remarkable turnaround 
from what I think you pointed out, Mr. Chairman, was a very sad 
story that we had to face last year at this time. In the recent re-
sponse to the tornadoes in Central Florida, while not of a scale of 
Katrina, I think there is a hopeful sign in terms of our systems re-
tooling all across the board, and we are requesting 149 million ad-
ditional dollars to continue with this new initiative under Chief 
Paulson as well as money that we are going to use, $48 million to 
further professionalize our disaster workforce by moving a signifi-
cant number from being term employees to being permanent em-
ployees. 
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Let me turn to the issue of grants for a moment before I con-
clude. We recognize, of course, that there is always a desire for 
money in State and local governments, and we do have to operate 
within a pool even with an expanded budget where we have to 
make difficult trade-offs. Our commitment is to be risk-based, and 
that means, while we do not put all of the money in the high-risk 
areas, we are unquestionably leaning toward the high-risk areas in 
the way that we do allocate the money. We have listened to Con-
gress. This year as opposed to in prior years, we have agreed to 
continue to propose grants in individual infrastructure categories 
as opposed to a single infrastructure grant program that lumps 
them all together, and our proposed funding continues the funding 
levels which Congress enacted last year. The urban area security 
initiative grants, which were $770 million last year, we are pro-
posing to increase to $800 million, and although you are correct to 
say, Mr. Chairman, that the State home security grants were pro-
posed to be cut by a little more than half, that is more than offset 
by the $1 billion of interoperability funding, which will be available 
in fiscal year 2008 to address what everybody has recognized as a 
very high-priority, still unmet need. 

I think the bottom line is that the money that will be in the 
hands of communities in fiscal year 2008 of the President’s budget 
will be approximately the same as it was last year, and that is 
about $3.2 billion, which I think is a very good news story. I also 
have to remind the committee that there is still over $5 million 
that has been unspent, so there is plenty of money in the pipeline, 
and as we consider how to balance the competing demands, we 
want to keep the pipeline primed, but we do not necessarily want 
to overflow it. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I take very seriously the results of the 
survey about which you mentioned. I recognize that, with any new 
department that is being stood up, physical constraints, shortages 
of money for training and the fact that we are working people very 
hard does have an impact on them. I have asked the deputy human 
capital officer and our under secretary of management to dig deep-
ly into the survey to see what the causes of dissatisfaction are and 
to put together a plan that will give us better communication, bet-
ter stability. 

I am pleased to say some of the steps we have already taken, in-
cluding increased professionalization of leadership in the workforce, 
for example, FEMA, is where we have now finally completed, es-
sentially, populating our senior leadership with experience emer-
gency managers and also getting started on a campus for DHS at 
St. Elizabeth’s, which I think is an important part of what will set-
tle the Department over the long term and build a culture and a 
spirit which are essential to having a happy and a productive work-
force. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I thank you for hearing me, and I look for-
ward to answering your questions. 

[The statement of Michael Chertoff follows:] 
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Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. I thank you for 
your testimony, and I recognize myself for 5 minutes for the begin-
ning of the questions. 

I guess the first question, Mr. Secretary, is you have seen the 
budget. Are you satisfied with it? Is it enough resources for you to 
do your job? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I am satisfied, Mr. Chairman. I believe it 
presents us with a lot of resources, which I think we can use appro-
priately and in a disciplined fashion but which addresses what we 
need to get done in 2008 to build on the progress up till now. 

Chairman THOMPSON. Given that, you talk about the poll that 
was taken by OPM relative to morale in staff. That is a real prob-
lem. I want to bring it to your attention in the sense that the com-
mittee will be looking over the next few months on how you pro-
pose to resolve what we think is too significant an issue not to have 
a plan in place to address, but it is a major issue. 

Last month, I talked to you about the western hemisphere travel 
initiative, and that I had a talk with some ministers from the Car-
ibbean relative to the passport requirement, and more specifically, 
I had spoken with the Bohemian administrator of tourism, Mr. 
Obie Wilshim, and he was concerned that, with the implementation 
of this initiative, it might have an adverse effect on tourism. 

At that time, you felt that it was the right thing to do but that, 
in the interim, for people who might have a problem, we would 
have created an opportunity for them to phase in, if you please, 
that implementation. 

Can you give me some idea as to how that is going? 
Secretary CHERTOFF. Yes, I would be delighted to. 
We did track this very carefully in the period of time leading up 

to the deadline, which was January 23rd. We have done it since 
then. We have discovered that, thanks to some very good commu-
nication by the destinations and by the airlines, at the time that 
we actually began the program on January 23rd, we had virtually 
perfect compliance. We had very few instances where people did 
not have the passports that they needed at the border. In those few 
instances where they have not, we have allowed people in, and we 
have simply told them to have the requirement in the future. We 
have obviously checked their identification. Although I have said I 
think the press was dogged in trying to search out stories of prob-
lems at the airport, I have not seen any report of any significant 
problem with respect to the program, and there is, as we speak, 
virtually 100-percent compliance at all of our ports of entry. 

So it is a very important program because it is an important se-
curity measure for the country. I am pleased to say we were able 
to put it in without a lot of inconvenience. 

Chairman THOMPSON. Okay. Now, a lot of that is with Canada. 
What about with the Caribbean? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. It was 99 percent. 
Chairman THOMPSON. With the Caribbean? 
Secretary CHERTOFF. Yes. Yes. In some cases, I think it was 100 

percent. I mean it was really quite remarkable that people got the 
message and carried through on it. 

Chairman THOMPSON. And I appreciate the fact that you facili-
tated a window of opportunity for those individuals who might not 
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have received the information relative to the passports. Was it 30 
years or some kind of window? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. Well, we continue to have the window open, 
and happily, it has been a window which very few people have had 
to pass through. So, you know, eventually, I think we will—let me 
say, Mr. Chairman, we have always allowed people—Americans— 
to return. It is just that, if you do not have a passport, it some-
times becomes a little bit more difficult. I do not envision this as 
being any more problematic than what we face, for example, when 
people come back from Europe or Asia. 

Chairman THOMPSON. Well then, that is fine, and that resolves 
the question. 

Relative to the experiments under the Safe Ports Act, we have 
shared with you some concern about the technology that is being 
deployed at the ports—you can expect the communication from the 
committee—as to whether or not that technology is state-of-the-art 
technology, whether it foreign-owned technology or what have you, 
and I would appreciate your response to it. 

I now yield to the ranking member. 
Mr. KING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Secretary, on the issue of grants, they are being cut by $420 

million on port security. We authorized $400 million, and only $210 
million is going in the budget of port security grants, and I know 
you are saying that the $1 billion from the interoperability is to 
partially offset that. The fact is I was part of those negotiations at 
the time. I do not recall its ever being suggested that that $1 bil-
lion would be in lieu of money that was supposed to be supplement 
to what is already being spent. It was not supposed to be fill-in. 
So I would have a really, you know, serious difference with you on 
that. Let me just ask several questions then and ask you if you 
could answer them. 

One, on interoperability, if you could tell us, number one, what 
is the status of the memorandum of understanding between DHS 
and the Commerce Department? Secondly, as far as guest workers, 
if the U.S. visit plan is not able to control both entry and exit, how 
can a guest worker program work at this stage? I think this is 
probably a follow-up to what the chairman was referring to. 

As far as radiation portal monitors, I know as to the ones that 
were installed on the test project, in the pilot project on Staten Is-
land, the GAO last fall, I believe, said there were serious defi-
ciencies with them. If you could update us on what the status of 
that is. 

With that, I will give you the opportunity to answer. Thank you. 
Let me just make one other point, Mr. Secretary. I always enjoy 

seeing you up here. The chairman enjoys seeing you up here. The 
fact is I do think that Congress has taken a golden opportunity this 
year to consolidate jurisdiction in one committee. My just quick 
reading is, with the seven full committees that have any number 
of subcommittees that are calling your people up here continually 
when we do have hurricanes to fight and a war to fight, I just 
think it puts too much stress on the Department to constantly have 
the top management coming up here to appear before most of the 
committees and subcommittees who are trying to get their moment 
in the sun. 
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Secretary CHERTOFF. Well, I certainly endorse the idea of allow-
ing us to consolidate our appearances before this committee on the 
authorization side, and comparably on the Senate, that is what the 
9/11 Commission recommended, and it would certainly, I think, not 
only make my life easier, but we would actually continue to build 
on it, and a very productive relationship will be developed both in-
formally and in more formal settings. 

On the three questions you raised, the memorandum of under-
standing is very close to being signed. If it is not signed within the 
next week or 10 days, I am going to get on the phone or sit down 
with Secretary Gutierrez, and we will just get it done. I do not 
think there is any obstacle in principle. It is just kind of a paper-
work issue. 

With respect to TWP—temporary worker program—and U.S. 
visit exit, it is quite clear that a foundation of a temporary worker 
program will have to require a secure identification card, and then 
that card will have to be something which it will be in the interest 
of the temporary worker to make sure it is being recorded when 
that person enters and leaves the country, but the number of peo-
ple involved in that program dwarfs the number of people who 
cross the northern and southern borders every year. I think the 
total number of crosses we have every year are 400 million, and I 
will be very candid about what the problem or the challenge we 
face with exit is. 

We intend to move forward in the next year with exit at the air-
ports. In fact, we have money in the budget to handle that at the 
apartments. At the land ports of entry, though, if we were to be 
required to stop every single person when they leave to determine 
who is a citizen and who is not a citizen and who has to give their 
biometric and who does not have to give their biometric, we would 
have extremely long lines in places like Detroit and Buffalo and the 
southern border as well. So we need to come up with a more effi-
cient system for determining who is leaving as part of U.S. exit, 
and that is going to require us to work with the Canadians and the 
Mexicans to see whether we can share information on their side of 
the border so people only have to stop once rather than twice. 

At the same time, it is very important—and we are putting, I 
think, about $140 million into the budget this year—that we move 
forward with a second part of U.S. visit, entry, which is the ten fin-
gerprints, which allow us to match the fingerprints of people com-
ing into the country, foreigners, against latent fingerprints we pick 
up from battlefields and safe houses all over the world, and that 
is something which directly adds, probably, the largest step up in 
security at the borders of any screening tool that we have. 

Finally, with respect to the radiation portal monitors, I believe 
the GAO report was based on an early pilot study, and I have spo-
ken to the head of the DNDO. The advance monitors we are look-
ing at now have a much higher success rate, and of course, we will 
be testing them operationally before we invest a significant 
amount. 

Mr. KING. Thank you Mr. Secretary. 
Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. 
I now yield to the gentlelady from California, Ms. Sanchez. 
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Ms. SANCHEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Secretary, for 
being before us today. 

I just want to make a little aside with respect to something that 
Ranking Member King said about, you know, if we do not have a 
U.S. visit program, we are not going to be able to do the guest 
worker program if there were to be some sort of program put in 
in the future, and I would just say we are not going to be able to 
make sure that any of our immigration reforms are passed along, 
whether it is naturalized citizens, whether it is, you know, resi-
dents. It is just a security issue. So it is incredibly important that 
these programs we have, like U.S. visit, actually work before we 
ever pass some sort of immigration reform. 

I mean, we have to—as a sovereign state, I believe we need to 
know who is coming in and out, and that U.S. visit program is in-
credibly important, both at the airport and at land and port en-
tries. 

Mr. Secretary, I want to ask you a little bit about the catch-and- 
release policy. I want to know when you all decided to end the 
catch and release policy, how long it has been in place, what the 
actual logistics are of such a program, especially in light of a lot 
of allegations that I have received from civil liberties and immigra-
tion law groups that illegal immigrants are confined for 23 hours 
a day in windowless tents made of Kevlar-like material, are often 
without insufficient food, clothing, medical care, and very little or 
no access to telephones and counsel. 

So I want to hear how did you come to this, what you think it 
really looks like if you are somebody who ends up in this catch- 
and-release program, and I would like to know how many OTMs 
have you returned to their native countries since you started doing 
it this way. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. Catch-and-release was a policy that existed 
long before I ran the Department, and it reflected the fact that we 
did not have enough detention beds to hold nonMexicans who ac-
corded the border. Now, Mexicans can simply be returned across 
the border on the same day, so there is no detention issue, but peo-
ple from, you know, Guatemala or China or other parts of the 
world require processing before they can be sent back to their na-
tive countries. So the question is what do you do with them? 

Until 2006, because of the shortage of beds and because of the 
cumbersome process, most of them were released, and the con-
sequences of that is most of them never showed up for their court 
hearing. 

Ms. SANCHEZ. I think we all understand that. 
I am trying to get a feel for what does it look like. How long has 

it been, and what have been the results? Because the real result 
we want is to get this person back to their home country— 

Secretary CHERTOFF. So here is what we do. 
Ms. SANCHEZ. —and when we read in the paper it is taking 12 

months or 18 months of hanging out in some tent on the border, 
this does not make us look good or efficient. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. Let me break it into two categories. For the 
people who are now subject to what I call ‘‘catch-and-return,’’ peo-
ple caught at the border, they are put on expedited removal. The 
average time to remove them used to be 90 days. It has now been 
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reduced to about 20 days, which means that people who are caught 
at the border and put in expedited removal are returned in ap-
proximately 20 days to their home countries. There are some, obvi-
ously, exceptions. That is an average. 

I want to separate that from the category of people who are de-
tained in the interior. There, we do not necessarily always detain 
people when we catch them illegally, because we do not have the 
beds to do that for everybody, but we do generally detain those who 
either have criminal records or who are particular flight risks or 
who have some other characteristic that suggests they ought to be 
a higher priority. 

Sometimes those cases do take a while to process because the in-
dividual involved is pursuing legal remedies in the United States, 
which are very time-consuming, and so, while they are in that proc-
ess, often the judge determines—sometimes the judge bails them 
out, but sometimes the judge determines that it is appropriate to 
detain them. So 12 and 18 months applies to people who are de-
tained in the interior, and it really is a function of the way the im-
migration court system operates. 

Ms. SANCHEZ. After the 20 days, does this OTM get before a 
judge? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. Expedited removal, as a matter of law, does 
not put you in front of a judge. 

Ms. SANCHEZ. And my last quick question before my time runs 
out: Are these camps also on the northern border, and are we doing 
the same thing at the northern border, or are you really just doing 
this at the southern border? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. We have detention centers all over the 
country. Ninety-nine percent of the people who come across the 
border illegally between the ports of entry come through the south-
ern border. So, when we built the particular tent camp that you are 
talking about— 

Ms. SANCHEZ. Did you just say 99 percent of people who cross the 
border are coming across the southern one instead of the northern 
one? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. Right. 
Ms. SANCHEZ. Only 1 percent of the people without documents 

are coming across our northern border? 
Secretary CHERTOFF. That is right. 
Ms. SANCHEZ. Is that because we do not have it all checked, and 

we do not have as much going on at the north or do you just really 
believe that only 1 percent of the people are coming across the 
northern border? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. Most of the flow—this may change in the 
future as we tighten up on the southern border. Most of the flow 
comes through the southern border, and I have been told it is ap-
proximately 99 percent between the ports of entry. 

Ms. SANCHEZ. Ninety-nine to one. Do you want to stand by that 
number, 99 to 1? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. This is what I have been told. 
Ms. SANCHEZ. Ninety-nine to one? That is almost absolute. 
Secretary CHERTOFF. Well, what I am telling you, Congress-

woman, is that, by far, the majority of people by a very, very large 
margin—and I will have someone verify the figures for you. By a 
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very, very large margin, the people coming across between the 
ports of entry are coming from the southern border, but I will also 
tell you we have the same program at the northern border. If we 
catch somebody at the northern border who is there illegally, we 
will put them into the same program. They will be put into deten-
tion, and they will be returned under the same expedited removal. 
We go where the flow is. We are indifferent as to whether they 
come across the northern border or the southern border or, frankly, 
whether they come by sea. It is the same thing. If we catch them 
and they are illegally here and we can put them in expedited re-
moval by law, we will hold them, and we will remove them within 
a very short period of time— 

Ms. SANCHEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Secretary CHERTOFF. —and I will just get someone to verify the 

percentage, but it does not strike me as intuitively wrong. 
Chairman THOMPSON. We will now hear from the gentleman 

from California, Mr. Lungren. 
Mr. LUNGREN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
I have been on the southern and northern borders—I took our 

subcommittee to the northern border last year—and I would be 
surprised if it were not 95 or 99 to 1 given the activity. Also, I re-
member when I was up at the sector that includes Seattle that 
they said 90 percent of the people that were caught there who were 
there illegally were actually from South and Central America, in-
terestingly enough, not that they come across the border illegally. 
They had actually traversed up through the lower 48 to get up 
there. 

I want to say we are never totally satisfied with what you are 
doing, but I think you are making progress, and I appreciate it. We 
on this committee asked you to stop catch-and-release. We were 
going to start legislation prohibiting it, and you moved ahead be-
fore the legislation was completed to do that. We have, in the Con-
gress, enacted laws to allow you to do expedited removal, and 
frankly, I think we should be criticizing you if you were not doing 
it. 

The fact of the matter is those people who are caught within a 
close distance to the border are not entitled to the same legal rem-
edies as are others. That has been the law of the land for a long 
time, and frankly, I think you are enforcing the law as we should. 
In the past, we criticized you for not doing enough. So I appreciate 
the progress you are making there, but obviously, more progress 
needs to be made. 

I would apologize to you from the Congress for our not adopting 
the 9/11 Commission recommendation that you only have to come 
up here one time. I mean it makes great TV, I suppose, but we 
should be about the business of protecting this country, not about 
the business of having multiple hearings by multiple committees. 

I would like to ask you about—oh, the one thing I wanted to say 
about the temporary worker program, in addition to making sure 
the exit programs works, we have a temporary worker program in 
which you require the money that otherwise would go into social 
security be put into a fund which would allow the individual in-
volved to redeem that amount in their home country. You have a 
way of identifying whether they are there or not. Not allowing 
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them to redeem that money if they do not show up during that pe-
riod of time, making them disqualified for any future participation 
in the program and the threat of arrest if they come back to the 
United States might be one way of solving that. I hope you will be 
looking at that. 

I would like to throw in my two cents on interoperability. I have 
been visited by people from the City of Ponce, Puerto Rico, from 
people in my district in Elk Grove and Sacramento, California and 
Southern California. Interoperability remains a huge problem. A 
number of years ago, we thought it would require us to buy all new 
radios, and now we know we have those systems that allow us to 
take multiple divergent systems and put them together, and I 
would just say, Mr. Secretary, please do what you need to do to 
shake that money loose. 

We, in good faith, worked together on a bipartisan basis to put 
$1 billion in there, and now when these constituencies come to us, 
it sounds a little strange for us to say we gave you $1 billion, and 
they cannot get a memorandum of understanding between the De-
partment of Commerce and your department to make it work. We 
really need it sooner rather than later, and I would hope that you 
would make a commitment to make sure that that happens in 
short order. It is absolutely needed. 

In H.R. 1, which passed the House last month, there is a pro-
posal to repeal the section of the TSA that governs the terms and 
conditions of the TSO workforce. I am worried about that because 
I thought that Congress made a judgment to give you that flexi-
bility so you could respond to things like Katrina, like the London 
bombing and what it had for us here. 

Could you give us any idea of your feeling if we come through 
with a conference report which requires you to work under the re-
peal of that section? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I think the tradition has been that, when 
you are dealing with people who work in the national security field, 
you need the maximum flexibility that can only operate in a system 
where you do not have collective bargaining over terms and condi-
tions of work. 

In this instance, of course, we pay a lot of attention to building 
a good career path and putting money into retention and training 
for TSA, and as a consequence, there has been a significant drop 
in the rate of people who are deported. Nevertheless, if you look at 
the experience we had, for example, last August after the discovery 
of the revelation of the airline plot in the U.K., we had to rapidly 
turn around the terms and conditions and the deployment of people 
literally within less than 24 hours. Likewise, during Katrina, we 
had to, all of a sudden, move people all the way across the country 
to do an enhanced screening operation. 

I fear that these are subjects which could become part of collec-
tive bargaining, and that would make it much more cumbersome 
and difficult to respond to this. I also think that collective bar-
gaining, because the employees are not under the general schedule, 
the fear of collective bargaining could make wages a subject of bar-
gaining, and that would, of course, have a significant budget im-
pact and would create a dislocation between those employees and 
other employees. 
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So, you know, our view is that Congress made the correct judg-
ment originally and should adhere to it. 

Mr. LUNGREN. Thank you. 
I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you. 
I am sure, Mr. Secretary, you understand some of us differ with 

that opinion. Thank you. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Secretary, it is my understanding that officials 

of DHS and the State Department met recently with officials from 
Washington State and have made some substantive progress. I 
think this is very important. I thank you and the Department for 
helping to move this forward. Because this project will require an 
adjudication of the license holder’s citizenship, the Department of 
State must be an active partner. 

Mr. Secretary, can you tell me how the discussions with the 
State Department are progressing? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. Well, I agree. The State Department has to 
be an active partner, and I have spoken to representatives of the 
State Department and the Assistant Secretary of the policy, who is 
really the point person on this, and I am meeting regularly with 
the State Department to make sure that we are on track for the 
implementation of this program, so I cannot tell you at this mo-
ment exactly where the State Department is, but we are actively 
engaged with them as one of the most high-priority, current efforts. 

Mr. DICKS. You know, this whole Real ID issue is worrisome to 
me. Can you tell me when you expect to see the proposed rules and 
how you intend to facilitate the States’ ability to meet the May 
11th, 2008 deadline, and what is DHS doing to minimize the costs 
to the States for complying with the Real ID Act? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. Let me first make it clear that the deadline 
of May 11, 2008 does not mean that, on that day, everybody has 
to have a Real ID license or they are out of luck in terms of identi-
fication. In fact, the law allows, I believe, a 5-year period during 
which this is actually going to be implemented. May 2008 would be 
the kickoff date. We have been, throughout this process, in active 
discussion with not only various State representatives, but the 
Motor Vehicle Association. I am anticipating that, by the end of 
this month, we will have the regulations out for comment. 

Mr. DICKS. Good. Good. There is a lot of concern, as you can 
imagine, by the States about how this is going to unfold and the 
time you are going to have to get this done and the cost involved, 
so I appreciate your involvement on this. 

Mr. Secretary, the State ports act passed last September man-
dated the creation of—and you mentioned this in your statement— 
an intermodal radiation detection test center to identify optimal so-
lutions for monitoring containerized and port cargo that move di-
rectly from ships to trains for radiation. The need to act deserves 
it because, by the end of this year, all imported containers at the 
top 10 container ports must be scanned for radiation. 

When do you expect to have an implementation and cost plan fi-
nalized for the test center? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I know we regard this as a priority. Let me 
get back to you on it with a more specific date of when we think 
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we are going to have this decided, but we, obviously, want to do 
this in the next couple weeks. 

Mr. DICKS. Okay. Good. 
The other thing I wanted to touch upon is we had the inspector 

general up here, the IG, and I know you inherited all of these agen-
cies, and some of them were on the GAO’s list as not being 
auditable before you got them, and I had a chance to talk to Mr. 
Norquist, who is a former staffer up here who we have high regard 
for. What is your strategy? 

I think the concern we have is it sounded as if it were difficult 
to deal with the Department of Homeland Security on this issue, 
that the legal counsel’s office was obstructing and doing various 
things to slow down the interaction. 

Can you assure us that you are going to get on top of this and 
make sure that this is cleared up in a reasonable period of time? 
I do not want you to be like the Department of Defense. The De-
partment of Defense cannot audit their books, and I guess the 
Coast Guard is your biggest problem— 

Secretary CHERTOFF. It is, yes. 
Mr. DICKS. —but somehow we have got to move in the right di-

rection here. 
Secretary CHERTOFF. It is absolutely important, and you know, 

I sat down with David Norquist recently after we got the most re-
cent audit. The good news was we had progress at CBP for the first 
time. We got an unqualified opinion. ICE was credited with making 
significant progress. You are correct that the Coast Guard seems 
to have the greatest difficulty, maybe because they have the most 
capital assets. 

He has put together a specific plan with a timeline to get us to 
a clean audit within a couple of years. It is probably not going to 
happen this coming fiscal year, but it has milestones. We are going 
to meet periodically. I have empowered him to make sure that he 
is the authority over all the CFOs and components to get this done. 

The other area where we were lagging—and I have a good news 
story to tell you here—is with IT security. In the fall of 2005, under 
FISMA, our certification and accreditation completion was only 22 
percent, but in the fall of 2006, it was 95 percent. 

Mr. DICKS. Good. 
Secretary CHERTOFF. So we had a big jump forward. Now, we 

still have more work to do, but it was a good story. 
Mr. DICKS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. 
We now recognize the gentleman from Florida, Mr. Bilirakis. 
Mr. BILIRAKIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Secretary, I wanted to thank you for your Department’s re-

sponse to the devastating tornadoes that recently swept through 
Central Florida. Although my district was not impacted, I under-
stand that FEMA has worked closely with my State’s emergency 
management officials, and I have also heard that the governor is 
very pleased to respond to this tragedy. I hope you will share my 
appreciation with those who helped. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I will absolutely convey your appreciation 
to Chief Paulson and to all of the people at FEMA, and I appreciate 
your comments. 
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Mr. BILIRAKIS. Sure. 
My first question: In your opinion, does the employee dissatisfac-

tion and low morale impact the ability of DHS to recruit and re-
train qualified program people to serve in highly specialized posi-
tions? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. First of all, I think we have an exception-
ally dedicated workforce. At least preliminarily, when I analyze 
where the sources of dissatisfaction were, I mean, some of it is not 
surprising. We still live in physically cramped quarters. It took 
us—we had a long period of time where not anybody had a desk. 
We have been working people very hard, and that means there is 
less availability of training. So, as we mature as a department, 
those issues will correct. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I think in those areas where we had some 
greater problems in morale, we have had success in recruiting and 
retaining people, but this requires constant attention. Some of 
what we have done in TSA is to reduce the departure rate by build-
ing a more substantial career development path. 

Some of it, frankly, involves changes of leadership. We have had 
almost a complete turnover in leadership. I am very satisfied that 
the leadership we have now is professional and well respected. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. I have some of the same concerns that my col-
leagues already have raised about funding for first responders. If 
you can relay that information to the President and administration, 
I appreciate that. 

I am pleased that the administration’s budget request provides 
funds to hire, train and equip an additional 3,000 Border Patrol 
agents which I believe are necessary. I think the problem is not a 
question of funding for these needed agents but the inability to re-
cruit and retain dedicated men and women to fill those positions; 
is that correct? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I have spoken to the commissioner, and 
they are confident that they can meet their recruiting goals, not 
only to get the new people but also to fill the gap of people who 
depart. We have gotten, for example, I think former military folks 
as well as law enforcement people who are interested in coming on 
board. Ironically, the one piece that is working in the other direc-
tion is we have a number of Border Patrol who want to move over 
to ICE and become investigators. We have a plan, and I am con-
fident we are going to meet the President’s goal by the end of 2008. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Do you believe Congress should review the au-
thority that border agents have in discharging their duties to clar-
ify what agents can and cannot do to apprehend illegal aliens, ter-
rorists, and drug traffickers who attempt to cross the border? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I think there is a professional doctrine on 
the use of force and the authorities that is well settled and every-
body is trained to. I think we are best served if we let the profes-
sional leadership, the career leadership of the Border Patrol, make 
any adjustments that are necessary in those. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you. I now recognize the gentleman 

from Massachusetts, Mr. Markey. 
Mr. MARKEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Secretary, welcome. 
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Mr. Secretary, I think the Bush White House doesn’t understand 
that when they nickel and dime an agency, that morale is going to 
be hurt. They have done it for the last 5 years. Morale has been 
affected, and I think the consequences for you as a manager are 
quite severe. If they were funding this agency at the level at which 
it deserves in the same way they have given a blank check to fight 
the war in Iraq, I think the problems would be much less severe. 

Let me give you an example. In a statement of administration 
policy on 9/11, the Bush administration asserted that 100 percent 
screening of maritime cargo is neither executable nor feasible. In 
your testimony, you stated that the Department secure freight ini-
tiative, which is scanning 100 percent of maritime cargo at six 
ports is doing so through the deployment of existing technology and 
proven nuclear detection devices. 

Dubai Ports World, one of the largest port operators in the world, 
was involved in negotiations over the purchase of U.S. port termi-
nals. It has promised to install scanning equipment in all of its 
ports worldwide at its own expense to scan all cargo containers be-
fore they were loaded onto ships headed to the U.S. for nuclear 
bomb material. 

So I am confused, and I am sure employees at DHS are confused. 
The port operators say they will do it. The Bush administration 
says it is being done using existing technology at six foreign ports, 
yet the White House says it is not possible. So which is it? Is OMB 
wrong? Is the industry exaggerating its capabilities? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I think I can clear this up. First of all, I 
think we all agree it is desirable to scan for radiation overseas. But 
I think we also know that not every foreign country is going to per-
mit us to do it, and we also know that not every foreign port is 
physically configured in a way that allows it. So do we want to 
move as much of this overseas as we can? Absolutely. Can we pre-
dict that we are going to be able to do 100 percent? I think that 
is extremely unlikely. 

In Hong Kong, even though they originally piloted this, although 
it was a nominal pilot, not a real pilot, they are still struggling 
with this issue because they have some real physical problems, and 
the government there is not convinced it wants to assume the bur-
den of what it is going to have to do in order to make this program 
work. 

So when the administration says it is not possible to legislate 
that we are going to be doing 100 percent scanning overseas, it re-
flects the reality that we don’t own and control all of these overseas 
ports. 

Mr. MARKEY. Our government has just placed a restriction on the 
Mexicans, the Canadians, the Caribbeans, that they now must 
present passports in order to gain entry into our country. I am sure 
they don’t like it, but we imposed it upon them. When we want to 
and when our security is at stake, we have the capacity to ensure 
that the security of the United States takes a higher priority. 

My concern here is that, when the EU refuses, for example, to 
share passenger data, we press them to guarantee that we get ac-
cess to that information. You have conceded that it is better to 
screen for a nuclear bomb overseas before it reaches a port of the 
United States. Obviously, if the bomb is in a ship at Long Beach 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 11:00 May 20, 2009 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00048 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6601 H:\DOCS\110-HRGS\110-3\35262.TXT HSEC PsN: DIANE



45 

or New York or Boston and it is detonated by remote control, they 
are not going to take that container off the ship. That city has al-
ready had a catastrophic event. 

I think the Bush administration’s continued opposition to the 
language which has now passed the House, it has passed the 
House of Representatives mandating the screening for nuclear 
bombs overseas, and if I was an employee at DHS, I would say that 
makes no sense. Why would we wait for the bomb to get here to 
have the DHS people look for it when we could have a law that is 
screening for the bomb overseas as they are trying to load it onto 
the ship. 

I think it is a series of events with the Bush administration say-
ing we don’t have enough money to give you. OMB has to nickel 
and dime your agency. We won’t be able to fund something which 
is so clearly in the security interest of our country. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I don’t think this is a money issue. I guess 
if one were to legislate and say that, if by a certain date a foreign 
port does not allow us to do the radiation scanning, its goods are 
not going to come into the United States, I will predict with a high 
degree of confidence there are going to be an awful lot of unem-
ployed longshoremen in the port of Boston and New York because 
what will happen is all of those goods will move up to Canada or 
down to Mexico. 

Mr. MARKEY. The same argument was made about the screening 
of bags onto planes. The Bush administration said it will be a mile 
long line outside every airport every day. We mandated it from 
Congress, and 2 years later, every airport was putting every pas-
senger bag through screening, and they got it done. 

I think if we put the same mandate on, we will make sure that 
nuclear bomb, which we know that al-Qa’ida wants to bring into 
the United States, will be detected overseas and not when it is in 
a port in our country. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you. 
I recognize the gentlewoman from California, Ms. Lofgren. 
Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to focus in on 

the immigration needs on the U.S. function. The US-VISIT pro-
gram was originally mandated by Congress in 1996, and since 
then, we have reiterated that mandate several times: In the 106th 
Congress, in the INS Data Management Improvement Act and in 
the Visa Waiver Permanent Program Act; in the U.S. PATRIOT 
Act in the 107th Congress, in the Enhanced Border Security and 
Visa Entry Reform Act also in the 107th Congress; and in the 
108th Congress within the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Pre-
vention Act. 

The 9/11 Commission specifically recommended that the Depart-
ment should complete as quickly as possible a biometric entry-exit 
screening system. We do not actually have that system today, as 
you have mentioned earlier in your remarks. I just finished reading 
the GAO report on the US-VISIT program, and there are certainly 
a lot of problems. 

I want to explore why we have not received the report that Con-
gress was due in June 2005 on this entry-exit program. I have so 
many questions from the report. The RFID tags that are being pur-
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sued for the I–94 documents, is that to be instead of the exit bio-
metric data that the Congress has mandated? And has that di-
verted money and attention from the effort to have the biometric 
exit plan fully implemented? 

I agree that the full-10 fingerprint proposal is what we should 
have. We should have had that always. I have questions on wheth-
er the system that is being developed for exit is interoperable with 
the IDENT system and with the FBI system. We should have been 
told that in this report due in June 2005. 

I also wonder whether the e-passport biometrics that we are now 
requiring are going to be interoperable with the US-VISIT. I don’t 
understand why, what technological issue has prevented the imple-
mentation of this system. 

We don’t have a lot of time to get all of these reports. Can you 
tell me when this report that was due in June 2005 will be deliv-
ered to Congress? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I have to say, I don’t remember a specific 
report in June 2005. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Well, it wasn’t done. That is why you may not re-
member it. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I know we have generated a lot of informa-
tion on this. I will find out what there is. I can tell you the bottom 
line answer, we do have US-VISIT at entry for two-print at all of 
our ports of entry. 

We are deploying US-VISIT ten-print for entrance which should 
be deployed overseas and at our major ports of entry by the end 
of 2008. 

The RFID test proved, as GAO indicated, unsuccessful. This is 
the real world. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Has that been dropped then? 
Secretary CHERTOFF. Yes, I think we are abandoning it. That is 

not going to be a solution. 
Ms. LOFGREN. Okay. 
Secretary CHERTOFF. In the real world, when something fails, we 

drop it and move to a new system. We are looking at a plan for 
doing exit at the airport which I think is technologically possible. 
Once we have fully specked it out, we can tell you. 

The long pole of the tent as GAO recognized, and I am trying to 
be completely forthright in telling you, is the land border. The vol-
ume of people is such that having long lines of people trying to get 
from, say, Detroit into Windsor, Canada, is going to be— 

Ms. LOFGREN. I got that in your original testimony. I only have 
a minute left. 

We all know that the information technology systems and the im-
migration status database do not mesh. I am wondering if you can 
tell us, with respect to this budget, where we will get in terms of 
not just identifying but also implementing workable secure infor-
mation technology systems and immigration status and employ-
ment verification databases which will be available across the DHS 
components and accessible also by other interested agencies, in-
cluding the State Department as well as employers. 

Can you tell us where we are going to get with this request for 
funds? 
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Secretary CHERTOFF. I can tell you, I can’t point to the particular 
line item here, but we have a plan under our chief information offi-
cer to compress, reduce the number of individual IT systems and 
bridge them and allow them to speak to each other. 

We have begun to roll out interoperable IDENT and IAFIS. We 
have it in a couple of cities now, and we intend to continue that. 
So we are moving forward on the interoperability issue. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Perhaps I can follow up with you off-campus and 
spend some time looking at the questions. 

One quick question, on the Department of Homeland Security 
budget request from OMB on page 6, I just don’t understand this. 
It says Citizen and Immigration Services, 2006, actual $14 million; 
2007, $182 million; estimate for 2008, $30 million. How can that 
be? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. It is moved down to a different line item. 
I don’t have it in front of me, but if you look down the table, there 
is another entry for USCIS that reflects the fee increase that we 
intend to put in. 

Ms. LOFGREN. This is reflecting the fee, the fee, and we are hav-
ing a hearing in the immigration subcommittee in Judiciary next 
week on the whole fee issue and where it is being allocated. If that 
fee plan doesn’t work, you would be prepared to proceed with an 
appropriation for things that are appropriate? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I think that would be a problem. My under-
standing is Congress has always mandated this. 

Ms. LOFGREN. That is incorrect. 
Secretary CHERTOFF. If the fee were blocked, then we would have 

a big hole in the budget. That would be a big problem for this Con-
gress because you would have to find a significant chunk of money. 
Either we would have to go back to the days of backlog or decide 
to hirer fewer Border Patrol or have less technology. 

Ms. LOFGREN. The rule has always been that we don’t use the 
fees for enforcement. Enforcement is the taxpayers’ responsibility. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. This is to build an IT system. We are now 
very heavily in a paper-based system, and it is a headache for us 
and people who want to get citizenship. 

In order to maintain what we have now done, which is to elimi-
nate the backlog except for the background checks, and to finally 
do the IT structure, we have to build that structure. So this is not 
an enforcement issue, this is an issue of having the tools to provide 
the service to the beneficiaries who are paying for it. 

Ms. LOFGREN. We will get all of those details next week. I have 
gone over my time. 

Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. We now recognize 

the gentlewoman from Texas, Ms. Jackson Lee. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, thank you. 
Mr. Secretary, let me do somewhat of a mea culpa. We have had 

some rough times in this committee. Either it has been DHS planes 
following Texas legislators or the huge debacle of Hurricane 
Katrina and certainly recently the ongoing episode with Border Pa-
trol agents. 

I do want you to glean a sense that we, and I, want to have an 
opportunity to work with you. We have seen decided improvement. 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 11:00 May 20, 2009 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00051 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6601 H:\DOCS\110-HRGS\110-3\35262.TXT HSEC PsN: DIANE



48 

I think collectively we want to see the tragic conditions in the gulf 
coast cured. Frankly, I think as we look at it long term, DHS is 
carrying much of the weight unfairly. So I hope you will view this 
committee as a collaborator. And as I mentioned to you privately, 
publicly FEMA certainly has gotten its act together and at least 
has shown a sensitivity to people in need. I say that so maybe we 
can plot through some of these concerns that I have from the per-
spective that we all want to move this agency in the right direction. 

Might I counter maybe the thoughts of DHS employees and the 
recent study of their morale and thank them for their service. It 
is very difficult, and I hope that you will continue to press the en-
velope on the transformation of the agency so they are DHS em-
ployees and that they are respected by all of us and maybe they 
will get that sense and we can pull together and be able to work 
together and salute their efforts. 

With that in mind, I hope with Chairman Thompson that we can 
work with the Budget Committee because, frankly, many of us 
shop in the fine stores of what we call the bargain basement, and 
I think DHS is in the bargain basement. I think the President has 
put this budget in the bargain basement. I want to quickly cite my 
concerns: 

Local law enforcement terrorism prevention grants zeroed out. 
State homeland security grants, 52 percent cut; and firefighter 

grant, 50 percent cut. 
I think collectively you can answer and say these are somewhere 

else, and that might be helpful, but I don’t think so. 
The aviation security budget I would like to pursue later, and I 

don’t want to dwell on that because you have $53 million for the 
secure flight. 

Mass transit, a mere 1 percent increase. I might associate myself 
with a number of remarks, particularly the ranking member, on 
saying we have spoken about the need and necessity for having se-
curity matters, as the 9/11 Commission said, under this committee 
unified, FEMA and otherwise. But a 1 percent increase in mass 
transit after the Madrid bombings and after the recognition that it 
is a system that is much in need of enormous security, and I yield 
to you, how are we going to function even as we authorize new rail 
security legislation, and a lot of these I believe the way the system 
works, the rail companies are supposed to be part of their own se-
curity, but mass transit burdens the local jurisdictions. It is an 
enormous burden, and we are not players in this with 1 percent in-
crease. 

CONGRESSWOMAN SHEILA JACKSON LEE, OF TEXAS 

STATEMENT BEFORE COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY 

AN EXAMINATION OF THE PRESIDENT’S FY 2008 BUDGET REQUEST FOR THE 
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY’’ 

FEBRUARY 9, 2007 

Thank you Mr. Chairman. I thank Chairman Thompson for convening this impor-
tant hearing to examine President Bush’s FY 2008 budget request for the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. I welcome the Honorable Michael Chertoff, Secretary 
of the Department of Homeland Security, and thank him for testifying today for the 
first time before the 110th Congress. 
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September 11, 2001, is a day that is indeliby etched in the psyche of every Amer-
ican and most of the world. Much like the unprovoked attack on Pearl Harbor on 
December 7, 1941, September 11, is a day that will live in infamy. And as much 
as Pearl Harbor changed the course of world history by precipitating the global 
struggle between totalitarian fascism and representative democracy, the trans-
formative impact of September 11 was not only the beginning of the Global War on 
Terror, but moreover, it was the day of innocence lost for a new generation of Amer-
icans. 

Jud like my fellow Americans, I remember September 11 as vivdly as if it was 
yesterday. In my mind’s eye, I can still remember being mesmerized by the tele-
vision as the two airlineers crashed into the Twin Towers of the World Trade Cen-
ter, and I remember the sense of terror we experienced when we realized that this 
was no accident, that we had been attacked, and that the world as we know it had 
changed forever. The moment in which the Twin Towers collapsed and the nearly 
3,000 innocent Americans died haunts me until this day. 

At this moment, I decided that the protection of our homeland would be a the 
forefront of my legislative agenda. I knew that all of our collective efforts as Ameri-
cans would all be in vain if we did not achieve our most important priority: the se-
curity of our nation. Accordingly, I became then and continue to this day to be an 
active and engaged Member of the Committee on Homeland Security who considers 
our national security paramount. 

Our nation’s collective response to the tragedy of September 11 exemplified what 
has been true of the American people since the inception of our Republic—in times 
of crisis, we come together and always persevere. Despite the depths of our anguish 
on the preceding day, on September 12, the American people demonstrated their 
compassion and solidarity for one another as we began the process of response, re-
covery, and rebuilding. We transcended our differences and came together to honor 
the sacrifices and losses sustained by the countless victims of September 11. Sec-
retary Chertoff, let us honor their sacrifices by adequately funding not only DHS, 
but also the first responders who so bravely sacrificed their lives on 9/11 and who 
work tirelessly every day to ensure that the tragedy of 9/11 is never repeated. Let 
us learn from the lessons offered by our history so that we are not destined to re-
peat them. 

After the events of September 11, 2001 the American people became painfully 
aware of the difference between feeling secure and actually being secure. As we ex-
amine the DHS’s FY 2008 budget, we must take decisive steps to ensure that ade-
quate funds are available so that the trust that the American people have placed 
in our hands is fully protected and guarded and that we take strategic steps to en-
sure their future safety from terrorist attacks. 

Although the President has proposed $2.9 trillion for the FY 2008 budget, the 
budget request for the Department of Homeland Security is $46.4 billion. While this 
may sound like an exorbitant amount of money, it only represents approximately 
2%, 1,6% to be exact, of the overall FY 2008 budget request. Mr. Chertoff, in his 
statement before us today, identified 5 major goals that should be achieved over the 
next two-year period: 

1) Protect our Nation from Dangerous People: 
2) Protect our Nation from Dangerous Goods; 
3) Protect Critical Infrastructure; 
4) Build a Nimble, Effective Emergency Response System and a Culture of Pre-
paredness; and 
5) Strengthen and Unify DHS Operations and Management. 

The first goal brings to mind the controversial case with the border agents who 
allegedly shot after an unarmed man who was crossing our borders from Mexico. 
In his recent State of the Union Address, President Bush reiterated his commitment 
to doubling the size of the Border Patrol, and the administration has requested 
funding for an additional 3,000 agents in FY 2008. However, it appears that the 
Border Patrol is not actually recruiting and retaining a sufficient number of agents 
to fulfill this promise. 

Heated debated has gone on with both sides over this case and many questions 
remain to be answered. In reviewing the budget, I am pleased to see that the FY 
2008 budget request for U.S. Custom and Border Protect (CB0) is $10,174,113,000, 
an increase in $829.3 million over the enacted FY 2007 level. However, I do wonder 
if this increase is enough. Our utmost priority is ensuring the safety of all Ameri-
cans and I want the House Homeland Security Committee on which I serve to exam-
ine whether the incident was caused in part because the Border Patrol did not have 
enough personnel and mangers on duty. We must make sure that another incident 
such as this does not reoccur and take the necessary steps for prevention. If indeed 
one of our goals is to foster a culture of preparedness, then it is imperative that 
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we examine our DHS budget and allocate the necessary resources to hire an ade-
quate amount of personnel so that our borders are protected and our goal of pro-
tecting our nation from dangerous people can also be met without violating any 
one’s civil liberties while. 

Accordingly, this hearing is crucial in highlighting the Department’s ongoing fail-
ure on a wide range of issues including its inability to cogently articulate the dis-
tribution of its Homeland Security dollars. Moreover, the Department’ ineptitude in 
the grants allocation process is emblematic of its handling of issues vital to our na-
tion’s security, such as disaster response, FEMA assistance, port and rail security, 
and contracting. 

Although the FY budget request proposes $8 billion for FEMA and an increase 
of $101.9 million to the operations, planning, and support activities for FEMA, I am 
appalled to see that the budget increases the National Pre-Disaster Mitigation fund 
by a mere $53,000 and cuts emergency food and shelter funding by $11.47. 

This flagrantly goes against our goal of building a numble, effective emergency 
response system and a culture of preparedness. In addition to a lack of resources, 
lack of accountability has been a recurring theme in DHS. The preparation and re-
sponse to Hurricane Katrina is the only obvious example for the lack of account-
ability within DHS. An estimated 11% of the $19 billion that has been spent by 
FEMA, which is $2 billion, has been waste, fraud, and abuse, clearly illustrating 
how DHS’ poor management practices can directly translate into waste, fraud, and 
abuse.* 

I eagerly look forward to your testimony and discussion today of these issues. I 
thank you Mr. Chairman, and I yield back the balance of my time. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. Let me say, I appreciate your comments re-
garding the Department. I look forward to working collaboratively 
with this committee. We all want, at the end of the day, to have 
been joint founders of a Department that people will say really did 
the job that the American people expect. I know that the employees 
and my colleagues will appreciate your remarks and the recogni-
tion. 

On the issue of mass transit, let me again put this in a larger 
framework. We do slightly increase what we had last year with re-
spect to rail transit grants, and again, we are focused on the high- 
risk systems. In addition, we have $41 million in the budget di-
rectly for TSA to provide services for rail security, including things 
like teams that we send in when there are threats, additional ca-
nine teams which are part of the model. 

And also, we are looking at what we need to require the railroads 
to do by way of training so they can more fully live up to their re-
sponsibility. 

The challenge with respect to mass transit is this: We do not em-
ploy most of the people who do security in mass transit. They are 
local people like port authority police or transit police. One of the 
reasons there is always a disparity between the amount we spend 
on aviation and the amount we spend on rail is because most of 
our aviation costs are personnel costs. Those personnel costs are 
really run by the local transit authorities. 

Where we do add value, and it is sometimes not in a direct grant, 
is by doing things like the bio watch program where we put bio 
sensors in the terminals in order to detect biological events. 

Our direct surge capabilities and our funding through these pro-
grams for certain kinds of things like video cameras and counter-
measures. An additional way we help is through the science and 
technology budget. We look for new tools in order to raise the level 
of protection that these transit systems can build themselves. 

I think obviously the grants are a significant part of what we do, 
we actually add a lot of other elements to this mix. 
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Ms. JACKSON LEE. Let me, if I might, and my time is over, but 
I want to pursue this. I won’t pursue TSA on training. I will submit 
my question as to whether the training is embedded because I 
think there is a great need for professional development and career 
pattern. 

But I want to get to the fence and SBInet of $1 billion. I think 
we have collectively, and I have heard the Department comment 
that a fence is of minimal value, a concrete wired fence. I would 
like you to explain the $1 billion SBInet, and as you explain it, 
would you be kind enough to indicate whether or not the Depart-
ment’s MWEB program, whether or not you will do oversight over 
the prime contract? In fact, I would like a report back on what mi-
nority contractors are engaged in this SBInet. Is that the fence? 
Are we wasting money on the fence, or have we gotten smarter to 
use money that will effectively be able to address this question? 

I will put in the record to get information about the Hutto center, 
which I am very concerned about, and the Border Patrol agent. If 
you would just comment on that, and I thank the Chairman for his 
indulgence. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. First of all, the $1 billion includes money 
for fencing where we feel fencing is appropriate. Sometimes that is 
pedestrian fencing, and sometimes it is vehicle barriers. And, of 
course, a significant amount of money is for technology. 

The deputy was just out there last week looking at the first lay 
down of technology. If you take the sensors and the ground radar 
between two hills and you deploy it, you can cover a huge amount 
of ground virtually and detect who comes across. And then if the 
Border Patrol has aviation assets, they can pick them up. 

In many parts along the border, that is the preferred method to 
building a wall. There are other parts of the border where fencing 
makes sense. The Barry Goldwater range, for example, where we 
are building a fence, even a small incursion interrupts our training 
operations and causes a risk to the migrants. There we are actually 
building poles and wire. We are going to do this based on the pro-
fessional judgment of the Border Patrol. 

In terms of what we are doing to supervise this contract, we will 
get you a list of the subcontractors who are part of the contract. 
We have built into this something that was not part of Deepwater, 
which is the ability to designate portions of the contract where we 
will either separately compete them, or we will just decide, if we 
can get the equipment more quickly, we will buy the equipment 
and tell the contractor to put it in. 

Just recently, with respect to some of this traditional fencing, we 
told the contractor, you can bid to do the fencing, but we are going 
to have other bids, too. And if we decide we can actually buy the 
material more cheaply ourselves, we will buy the material and pay 
the labor. We are not going to give them the blank check. They will 
be a tool we can use, but they will be a tool that we can also put 
down and pick up another tool. 

As part of that process, we will work aggressively to make sure 
that we have outreach for MWEB contractors. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Thank you. 
Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. 
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I recognize the gentlelady from the Virgin Islands, Mrs. 
Christensen. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Welcome again, Mr. Secretary. 
Before I get to my question, I share the concern of one of my col-

leagues about the inability to recruit and retain Border Patrol. I 
heard your response, and I look forward to meeting the President’s 
goal by 2008. As you know, I am awaiting a Border Patrol unit in 
the Virgin Islands, but we will discuss that directly with the rel-
evant people in the Department at another time. 

In your budget, there is funding set aside for contracting. We 
heard testimony from the comptroller general earlier this week 
about what seems to be a greater use of contracting in the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security and concerns about the contracting 
itself, the process, the management of those contracts, and the 
products from the contractors. It raises concerns about the lack of 
continuity and institutional memory within the Department. I won-
der if you would respond to those concerns. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I think the need for professional procure-
ment and acquisition management is a government-wide issue. As 
you get into these very complicated acquisitions, it is a skill that 
is very much different from the garden-variety acquisition. 

This Department, until it was stood up, never did the kinds of 
major procurements, except the Coast Guard doing it in Deepwater, 
that are more routine in DOD. So we have put in the 2008 budget 
requests for almost $10 million that would be directed at acquisi-
tion workforce development, that is the recruiting and training pro-
gram, so we can begin to build a cadre in the Department who can 
supervise. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. I am concerned about using contracts to re-
place what would otherwise be employees. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. The model we try to use is to use contrac-
tors where there is a surge capability or where there is an imme-
diate shortfall and we can’t fill something otherwise. 

Ideally on the things that are kind of recurrent duties, you have 
to do all of the time, you want to build a workforce to do that work. 
Sometimes as we get into emergency situations, there is a little bit 
of unevenness, so we try to fill the gap with contractors. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Thank you for your response. 
As one of the members that sought to have an amendment last 

year to fully fund the Deepwater project for the Coast Guard, I am 
disappointed to see there is a decrease of $356 million in 2008 com-
pared to 2007 for Deepwater. Given the recent findings of the in-
spector general concerning the cutters, can you explain, given this 
cut and other cuts, how you are still satisfied with your budget? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. Admiral Allen, when we sat down to do this 
budget, we looked at both things that have to be addressed in 
terms of, for example, the problem with the 123-foot cutters, which 
we are addressing partly through extended use of Navy vessels and 
some adjustments with respect to the way we handle the crews. 
And this caused a kind of reconfiguration of the forward-looking 
plan with respect to accelerating certain portions and moving cer-
tain portions back so that the mix of cutters coming online is best 
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suited for what our current gaps are and what our current mission 
is. 

Having consulted with the Coast Guard, I am satisfied that this 
keeps us on track to do what we have to do, recognizing that there 
have been some problems with the program and that Admiral Allen 
is going to spend some time really kind of beating the contractors 
a little bit. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. I also have some concern about what seem to 
be large increases in the fees in Citizen and Immigration Services 
because, at least in my experience, at home, many of the people 
who are legitimately seeking to immigrate are poor. I guess I would 
be less concerned if I knew it was going to result in greater effi-
ciency and shorten the time that people have to wait on their docu-
ments. Can you tell us what is being done? What is in your plan 
to shorten the waiting time? I have people who have been waiting 
years. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. There are a couple of elements. Director 
Gonzalez when he testifies will probably be much more specific. 

There are two parts. The money here is directed to upgrading for 
the first time our IT system and getting away from a paper-based 
system to an electronic system. That is going to help in a signifi-
cant, maybe the significant majority of cases in cutting the proc-
essing time and making it quicker. 

There is a separate issue we have to deal with separately, and 
it is partly dealt with money, but it is also a process issue, and that 
has to do with the background checks. 

For the vast majority of people, a background check is pretty 
straightforward. There are some people who, because of issues that 
arise with their name, wind up requiring a background check that 
goes further into the files. The FBI does that. And sometimes you 
are dealing with legacy files that are scattered in different parts 
of the country. 

Some of this is cured by money, the fee money we are going to 
use to pay for the cost of processing more of these more quickly at 
the FBI. Some of them are going to require us sitting down with 
the FBI and seeing if we can configure this system to make it work 
more quickly. 

One thing that we have done to indicate how we are trying to 
be more sensitive, there was a story in the paper about people who 
lose their Social Security benefits because, you have to be a citizen 
within 7 years, or they lapse. So I talked with Director Gonzalez, 
and he is now serving all of the people in the queue to see who is 
in jeopardy of losing benefits, and we are moving them to the front 
of the queue. We are trying to identify those problems that we can 
fix right now in order to deal with these issues. 

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. I recognize the gen-
tleman from North Carolina, Mr. Etheridge. 

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Chairman, thank you. 
Mr. Secretary, thank you for being here, and thank you to the 

people of your agency who work so hard every day. 
As you indicated earlier, we would not be here nor would this 

committee exist had it not been for 9/11. It was the first responders 
that we were so proud of that day. Every American was proud of 
the job that they did and continue to do. And many stood with 
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them and put their arms around them, the firefighters, the police, 
the medical teams, who really stood up for America. They saved 
lives. Many gave their lives in order to protect us and assist in the 
recovery. They faced the same thing in Hurricane Katrina, and in 
every other manmade or natural disaster. We are grateful for these 
people’s efforts. 

And yet the budget the President has submitted to Congress 
gives little priority to the resources they need to continue to do 
their fine work. You alluded to it earlier, but I want to get some 
specifics and get your response because it goes from a cut of a third 
in the funding to as much as 63 percent. It eliminates funding for 
the Local Law Enforcement Terrorism Prevention Program, which 
plays a key role in assisting local law enforcement agencies in in-
formation sharing, target hardening, threat recognition, mapping, 
things that are critical across this country in identifying, as you 
say, bad people who want to do bad things to us. 

It cuts by 52 percent the State Homeland Security grants which 
provide for first responders in all 50 States, reduces funding for the 
Assistance of Firefighters Act program, nearly 50 percent. 

It denies funding for training for first responders to improve 
their capability to prevent, deter and respond safely and effectively 
to instances of terrorism involving weapons of mass destruction. 

You said earlier you were happy with your budget, and I would 
like to know how do you justify these shifts in priorities away from 
these very critical areas to the people who serve us every day? I– 
95 is a critical artery, as are all of our interstates in this country; 
and 30 percent of the traffic on that road is commercial. A lot of 
dangerous stuff moves up and down it. I put that in as context for 
your response. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. First of all, again, there is a lot of money 
that goes to first responders. The LAPP money, for example, we 
have traditionally taken the position that it is important to fund 
law enforcement, but it ought to be done as 25 percent of the 
money that goes to the Homeland Security grants or the urban 
area grants. That is money that is supposed to go to police in part 
and to other first responders. So the fact that it is not separately 
categorized as a law enforcement grant simply means it is money 
that ought to be coming to first responders through the other cat-
egories. 

The big addition here— 
Mr. ETHERIDGE. Can you identify those other categories? 
Secretary CHERTOFF. State Homeland Security grants, UASI, and 

the billion dollars in interoperability. I mean, interoperability 
money is directly money to let first responders talk to each other. 
That is $1 billion for them to use to get their systems to work, 
which everybody has acknowledged is a huge priority. 

So while it may be configured differently than it was, I think the 
net-net amount of money that actually gets in the hands of first re-
sponders is substantially the same as it was as was appropriated 
last year. 

Again, I remind the committee that there is $5 billion in the 
pipeline. So simply putting money in the pipeline that is not being 
spent—and this is not a criticism because you don’t want to fling 
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the money at a problem—but it is not that people are starving. 
There is money en route, and we are keeping the flow steady. 

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Secretary, having served at the local and at 
the State level, you and I know that, in a lot of cases, before the 
money can get there, number one, they need to have a plan; and 
number two, in a lot of cases, they need to spend the money first 
and then apply for the reimbursement of the funds. So just because 
there is money in the pipeline does not necessarily mean things are 
not happening at the local level. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I know that. 
Mr. ETHERIDGE. Saying there is money in the pipeline, I hope 

people don’t misunderstand that there are not continuing needs. If 
we don’t meet the basic needs, you have to have basic operability 
before you can have interoperability. In a lot of cases, I can assure 
you, there are local fire and rescue units that do not have the basic 
operabilities to apply to basic interoperability. 

We don’t want the billion dollars to come here and then cut it 
on the other side so that we still don’t have the resources to meet 
the needs, because if we have a major disaster, wherever it is in 
this country, the last time I checked, I never did see a Washington, 
D.C., fire truck or a Washington, D.C., U.S. Government fire truck 
unless it is on a Federal installation. We are depending on these 
locals. I hope you keep that in mind because this is a team effort. 
We continue to put the responsibility on them, and I think it is in-
cumbent upon this committee to continue to ask the tough ques-
tions. It is important that we put the resources to help. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. Thank you. 
Chairman THOMPSON. I recognize the gentleman from Rhode Is-

land, Mr. Langevin. 
Mr. LANGEVIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Secretary, thank you for being here. I appreciate the tough 

job you have. 
I serve right now as the chairman of the Subcommittee on 

Emerging Threats, Cybersecurity, Science and Technology. It is my 
intention that, in that subcommittee, we will focus on those areas 
that serve as glaring vulnerabilities with the most catastrophic 
consequences should an attack, a terrorist attack, occur. So on that 
front, I have three questions that I will try to address. What we 
don’t address hopefully you can respond for the record in writing. 

I want to focus on Bioshield as well as the SAFE Ports Act, par-
ticularly with respect to radiation portal monitors. With respect to 
Bioshield, yesterday I had an opportunity to discuss some of the 
strengths and weaknesses of this program with Comptroller Gen-
eral Walker, GAO, as well as Inspector General Skinner. I have to 
say I am very concerned with some of the recent problems that 
have come to light with respect to the Bioshield program. 

For example, we all recently heard about the cancellation of 
VaxGen’s contract for next-generation anthrax vaccine. At the time, 
this was the only major procurement contract under Bioshield. This 
is one example of the many problems with Bioshield. As I have said 
in the past, this program is far too important to fail, and we abso-
lutely have to do everything we can to ensure its success. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on Emerging Threats, I plan 
to hold several hearings to explore how to fix the major problems 
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with the Bioshield’s operations, and in order to get a full under-
standing of the program’s failures, we may very well need to hold 
joint hearings with other committees tasked with oversight of 
human services, and I am fully prepared to do so. In fact, there is 
already a hearing on this issue in the works right now with that 
subcommittee. 

But, Mr. Secretary, on this topic, what do you see as Bioshield’s 
greatest weaknesses? And what do you think led to the cancellation 
of VaxGen’s contract? And how would you work with Secretary 
Leavitt of HHS to close some of gaps that exist with this program? 
Lastly, what specific steps can DHS take to ensure Bioshield’s suc-
cess? 

On SAFE Ports, the SAFE Ports Act that was passed last year 
was a very important bipartisan measure. The SAFE Ports Act was 
authorized at $200 million for the newly created program, yet the 
President’s budget would only fund this crucial program at $210 
million, nearly half of what the law actually called for. Do you 
think that $210 million will be sufficient funding to carry the mis-
sions of this program, and could you clarify why the proposed fund-
ing is nearly 50 percent below what the law actually called for? 

My final question, I am concerned that some of the deadlines 
with respect to the SAFE Ports Act have not yet been met. This 
law calls for DHS to deploy a strategy for deploying the radiation 
portal monitors at our 22 busiest seaports within 3 months of the 
law’s enactment. The SAFE Ports Act was signed into law on Octo-
ber 13, 2006; 3 months would put us at January 13, 2007. Today 
is February 9, and we have not seen the strategy for deploying this 
important technology. The fact that the strategy for the deployment 
is late worries me in terms of when we can actually expect to see 
the technology deployed. 

My question is, why has DHS not provided Congress with a de-
ployment strategy, and when can we expect to see that strategy? 
And finally, how can we be ensured that actual deployment of radi-
ation portable monitors will commence on time. Are you still con-
fident that the radiation detection equipment will be fully deployed 
at our Nation’s 22 busiest seaports by December 31st of this year? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. Let me answer all of these as quickly as I 
can. 

With respect to Bioshield, I have worked closely with Secretary 
Leavitt to streamline the process from the government’s stand-
point. We have completed a number of material threat determina-
tions which puts it in the hands of HHS to actually identify the 
people who are to benefit from the money in terms of developing 
the particular countermeasures. I am going to leave it to them to 
get into the science and what the best way for them to make that 
determination is. 

I don’t feel I am scientifically sufficiently well versed to give you 
an explanation why VaxGen was unable to generate the vaccine 
that was hoped for. 

I think it is important that, at some point, HHS faces up to the 
fact that it is not happening; it is not working, and you have to pull 
the plug and move to something else. I think that is an important 
spirit. 
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So I think this is probably an issue that is best addressed com-
prehensively with HHS on the medical element, the medical re-
search element. They are really the principals in terms of making 
the judgments that have to be made. 

With respect to the SAFE Ports Act, first of all, let me observe 
that money for some of the radiation detection equipment also 
comes out of the DNDO budget. It is not entirely out of port secu-
rity grants, so there is other money. If you look historically at what 
we have done with respect to ports and you consider the direct 
value of the Coast Guard and Customs, which actually provides the 
boots on the ground, I think we have had $10 billion over the last 
several years. 

In terms of the actual grants themselves, our recommended 
budget item for port security is exactly what Congress appropriated 
last year. Congress chose to appropriate only half of what was au-
thorized which I gather is not uncommon when budget time comes 
around. 

So looked at comprehensively, when you consider the value of the 
Coast Guard and Customs Border Patrol assets, plus the direct in-
vestments in radiation portal monitors, as well as the grants, there 
is a significant amount of investment that the Federal Government 
is making in SAFE Ports. 

Finally, with respect to the RPMs, we are on track to have vir-
tually all of the containers that come into the U.S. through the sea-
ports going through radiation portal monitors by the end of this 
year. I was told yesterday that Long Beach is 100 percent now in 
terms of going through the radiation portal monitors. I think this 
may be a case where the actual deployment has proceeded well 
ahead of the document because we have actually been working on 
this deployment for a couple of years now. 

Mr. LANGEVIN. I hope you can get that strategy to the Congress 
as soon as possible. Thank you. 

Chairman THOMPSON. I now recognize Mr. Carney. 
Mr. CARNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Secretary, I am pleased to have you at least as a part-time 

constituent. I feel much safer because of that. 
I want to echo Ms. Jackson Lee’s sentiment that we are very 

proud of the work done by everybody at DHS. In fact, I will be of-
fering a resolution regarding that next week. 

Last week we met with Secretary Jackson and he said, ‘‘MAXHR 
is dead.’’ Is MAXHR in fact dead? And if so, what is taking its 
place? 

Some say it was an ill-conceived product to begin with, but the 
concept isn’t, of bringing Homeland Security, all Departments into 
a unifying structure. What are we doing to replace that? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. The unification and integration and the 
building of a performance-based system is very important. That is 
not dead. It is obvious that the court dismembered a significant 
part of the original plan, particularly as it related to collective bar-
gaining and some of the grievance issues, so we are going to follow 
the court’s guidance on that. 

But we are moving forward with performance-based evaluation, 
which includes training supervisors on doing performance-based 
evaluations. 
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We may operate a small pilot in one component for nonbar-
gaining unit people with respect to actually linking pay to perform-
ance, particularly in the area where there is a lot of knowledge and 
we are competing with private industry. 

So we are trying to advance on those elements of MAXHR which 
the court permits us to advance with. I think one of the points of 
the survey, one of the consistent low marks was the issue of people 
feeling that performance wasn’t being adequately rewarded or lack 
of performance sanctioned. So we need to build that and train peo-
ple to that, and our human capital officer is going to be doing that. 

Mr. CARNEY. I want to follow up on Mr. Bilirakis’ question from 
earlier. We talk in this committee about the OPM report and the 
performance. Why do you think there was so little progress made 
in the last 2 years, and what are you doing now to make things 
better? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. That is the question I asked myself when 
I saw the report. The survey was taken in the summer of 2006. I 
am going to say, I think this is a little speculative on my part, but 
we are going to have some town meetings and try to get more into 
the depths. 

I think part of it is in general the growing pains of a new depart-
ment. There was a point in time last year in some of our compo-
nents we didn’t have enough desks for people. I can tell you the 
headquarters building we are in now is very, very difficult to oper-
ate in. People were working very hard operationally, and that was 
cutting down on training. 

There were a whole series of issues like that that we are going 
to gradually build over time. That is one of the reasons why we 
want to put the money into St. Elizabeth’s because we need a head-
quarters. 

Second, we need to do a better job of communicating to employ-
ees. It is very hard to build a systematic way to reach out to every-
body, and we are trying to look at our communications activities to 
see what we need to do internally as well as externally. 

And then there are three things that happened last year that 
had an impact on morale. One was we were in the middle of kind 
of post-Katrina soul searching, which is not a morale builder by 
any stretch of the imagination. 

MAXHR was in limbo, and there was a lot of stress for employees 
not knowing which way it was going to go. I think having a resolu-
tion in itself is a very positive thing. 

And then there was the whole issue of whether FEMA was going 
to get pulled out of the Department and reorganized. And I can tell 
you that reorganizations are extremely stressful for people. 

Where I hope we are now is we can come to rest with the struc-
ture that we have, which I think is good; that we can start to build 
a communications capability internally, and that we can address 
the issues in terms of work life happiness, what your physical sur-
roundings are. 

Let me end with this plea. We got banged in the budget on a 
number of occasions in the last couple of years on things like man-
agement and stuff that isn’t that glamorous, and it is hard to argue 
to the folks back home why we put money into management. But 
I know you know that, at the end of the day, if you don’t attend 
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to that stuff, it really hurts. So this is a great opportunity for me 
to pitch to make sure that we pay for the nuts and bolts as well 
as the things that people look at that show up well on television. 

I appreciate your thinking about doing a resolution and your con-
cern about this. We ought to talk about it more. 

Mr. CARNEY. Thank you for your time. 
Chairman THOMPSON. I now recognize the gentleman from 

Texas, Mr. Green. 
Mr. GREEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you, Mr. Secretary. I am honored to be in your company 

and find you are doing a commendable job. However, given what 
the challenges are, I am not sure whether I should congratulate 
you or pray for you. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. Pray for me. 
Mr. GREEN. I assure you, I will do both. 
Your goals are notable, laudable and achievable. However, the 

rhetorical question becomes: Are they efficaciously doable given 
that you do not have the plan that has been discussed by a number 
of my colleagues so as to avoid duplications and so as to have prop-
er prioritization? 

My next question has to do with Hurricane Katrina and your cre-
dentials indicate that you are a student of jurisprudence par excel-
lence, and I commend you for your many areas of expertise. 

But the people that we saw on television were literally on an is-
land of desperation, and they were looking for some sort of lifeline 
of hope. And, unfortunately, many of them, instead of finding a 
safe harbor of hope, find themselves on an island of desperation in 
Houston, Texas. I am simply saying to you, as a student of juris-
prudence, you understand the doctrine of last clear chance. I be-
lieve we may be their last clear chance at this point, notwith-
standing all that has occurred. My suspicion is, if we don’t act to 
develop an overall plan for them to reintegrate themselves into 
their hometowns, it may not happen. 

And finally, with reference to the border, I find this to be an in-
teresting situation because we put a lot of emphasis on the south-
ern border. And my understanding of the empirical data—and you 
may correct me if I’m wrong—is that those known terrorists who 
have either come into the country or tried to get into the country, 
the known terrorists did not come across the southern border. 

Before you answer any of the other questions, can you let me 
know whether I am correct on that question with reference to the 
empirical data? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. Yes. 
Mr. GREEN. If this is true—and we can cite some, the 9/11 hi-

jackers; the millennium bomber; the Murrah Federal Building, 
those folks didn’t come across the southern border—all of them 
were home grown or may have come in— 

Secretary CHERTOFF. The millennium bomber came from Canada. 
The others came through our ports of entry or were from our coun-
try. 

Mr. GREEN. If we overemphasize the utility of the fence, do we 
give a false sense of security because it would seem to me that we 
want people to understand that if a fence goes up, it will probably 
do a lot for impeding the ingress and egress of undocumented 
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workers? I am not sure that it is going to do as much as many 
might think that it will do to safeguard us from terrorists. 

More specifically, we could have 100 percent effectiveness with 
this fence, but it could only be a 1 percent perhaps increase in safe-
guarding us from terrorism. Because we get 100 percent effective-
ness doesn’t mean that can be translated into 100 percent as it re-
lates to terrorism? With these three things, I would beg that you 
would utilize the remainder of my time to respond. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. With respect to the first question, we are 
putting a lot of emphasis now on joint planning. We are building 
capabilities to plan in a way that cuts across a number of agencies. 
We borrowed some of the model from DOD to do that. We have 
more trained people to do that. I think one of the areas where you 
see that is we have built a well integrated border strategy that 
comes across a number of elements. I think that is promising for 
the future. 

We are also doing that with disaster relief. The Coast Guard is 
going it set up adaptive force packages so they can actually work 
with FEMA to move things in a way that is seamless and that they 
plan together how to do that. 

On Katrina, I think this is one of the great heartaches that we 
have here, the inability to build a setting in New Orleans that will 
let people come back. 

Part of what we will try to do is develop a housing plan for the 
people in Houston, for example, that gets HUD much more in-
volved. I think in terms of the skill set and the tools available to 
the Federal Government, an agency like HUD is better adapted to 
long-term recovery. FEMA really is a short-term emergency oper-
ation. 

There is a longer discussion to be had about what should be done 
to help out in New Orleans, which is longer than I can discuss in 
the time allotted. 

On the last point, I think it is clear that there is a different set 
of concerns and threats between the southern border and the 
northern border. The talk about the southern border, a lot of it is 
focused between the ports of entry because there is a large volume 
of people coming between the ports of entry. 

Up to this point in time, that has not been as serious an issue 
with Canada. However, we do have to worry about people coming 
in through our ports of entry. We consistently find people that we 
turn away that have linkages to terrorism. 

The good news is that the Canadians have a good intelligence 
system, and we work together to identify people who are threats 
before they even get to the border. But I don’t want you to think 
that we are not attentive to this. Not only are we putting more aer-
ial assets and sensors between the ports of entry and the north, 
but the whole emphasis on our Western Hemisphere Travel Initia-
tive is to give our inspectors the tools to make sure that we are 
turning people away who are going to come in, like Ressam, the 
millennium bomber. So it is a slightly different strategy because of 
the different laydown of what we are facing. But I think you are 
dead right that we have to look at both borders and our coasts in 
this issue. 

Mr. GREEN. Thank you. 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 11:00 May 20, 2009 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00064 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6601 H:\DOCS\110-HRGS\110-3\35262.TXT HSEC PsN: DIANE



61 

I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. I would like to add 

that we will have a second round of questions. We do have the Sec-
retary until 1 p.m. 

I now recognize the gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Perlmutter. 
Mr. PERLMUTTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you, Mr. Secretary, for sitting with us and talking to us 

and really preparing for this hearing. You have a good knowledge 
of your budget. I am going to have some specific questions about 
the budget that I would like to ask. 

First, I want to compliment you and the Department for focusing 
on securing the borders. That was a real emphasis of the Congress 
and the prior Congress. You have taken steps, and I congratulate 
you on that. 

You mentioned the enforcement against employers. One of the 
things I did not see in the budget was some kind of work with So-
cial Security or other agencies so that employers know quickly, ac-
curately, whether or not somebody who is coming into their employ 
is legitimately here in this country. 

I would like you to respond to that, please. 
Secretary CHERTOFF. There are two ways we deal with that. The 

first is we have a basic pilot which we are putting increased fund-
ing in, which is a system that allows employers to get online and 
check to make sure there is a legitimate name and a legitimate so-
cial security number. That addresses most of the issues that em-
ployers face. 

There is another problem, though, which is sometimes you get 
identity theft where a genuine name and number are stolen, and 
that system is not picked up through that. That requires a legisla-
tive change, and I think actually Senator Allard and Senator 
Grassley are either about to or have dropped a bill in the Senate 
on this. It requires the authorization, currently prohibited by law, 
for the Social Security Administration to be able to look at the fil-
ings that come in and see whether the same name and number are 
being forwarded to two different places. That ability to scan for the 
system for that, which is legally prohibitive, would give us a tar-
geting capability; and, ultimately, also you could give employers 
that information so they could make further inquiry, but that re-
quires congressional action. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Thank you. You know, as we move from secur-
ing the border, dealing with the supply, dealing with the demand 
side, in my opinion, your Department is going to have to focus on 
the processing side, the processing side in terms of dealing with So-
cial Security so that there is accurate information; and, hopefully, 
we are going to have—and I am confident we are going to have— 
some comprehensive legislation come out of here on immigration 
reform, which is going to give you some directives. But I am con-
cerned, as was Representative Lofgren, that, on the processing 
side, you are relying on fees. There is really nothing in there, and 
that is going to be something that I see swamp a big, important 
part of your Department. That is Number one. 

Number two, on the building—and you know, I am on this com-
mittee, and I used to pride myself as being kind of a budget hawk 
and privacy guy, and I am feeling a little bit of out of place on this 
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committee, but here is a budget question. We have got about $120 
million for the move to the St. Elizabeth campus in this year’s 
budget. Yet that building really is not slated for completion until 
2014. Did you front-end the budget with $120 million or is there 
going to be a lot more after this? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. No, there is going to be a lot more. A sig-
nificant amount of this is going to be GSA money, and we were 
hopeful we would get some GSA money in the 2007 budget. I do 
not think it came in, but the lion’s share of this will be GSA 
money. 

In addition, our leases are going to run out on a lot of our prop-
erties, in any event, in the next 5 years, so we are going to have 
to spend the money one way or the other, and we might as well 
spend it on what we want, as opposed to what we can get, but we 
were hoping with this money—and I have started with the Coast 
Guard—to begin a process that would get the Coast Guard in place 
by 2011 and then the rest of the headquarters’ elements of the De-
partment by 2014 or so. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Okay. I guess I would ask that your Depart-
ment prepare some kind of finer projection as to the ultimate cost 
of that building, especially when we have got, you know, our Visi-
tors Center over here that has gone wild in terms of cost overruns. 
And, you Know, even though I agree with Representative King that 
you are in a Department where we want to make sure that you are 
provided with resources, we still have to be smart about how that 
money is spent. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. There is a plan, and there is a projection 
of what it is going to cost. The $120 million is just the element to 
start. I do not have, frankly, off the tip of my tongue what the total 
cost is, but we can get that to you. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Okay. Since we get to do another round, I will 
yield back the balance of my time and wait until you come around 
to me again. 

Chairman THOMPSON. Well, since you have been so gracious, I 
will give you a little more time, if you would like. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. At this end, when you are at the end of a 
train, you learn a lot of patience, and I am at the very end here, 
and I am at the end in Financial Services, which brings me to my 
next question. As I was looking through your budget—and I will 
find it—on floodplain insurance and floodplain mapping, one of the 
issues that has come up in Financial Services is the fact that a 
number of people in New Orleans and in Mississippi were outside 
of floodplains when, you know, of course they were just swamped 
when that hurricane came through. And I see—and I will find it— 
but I see reductions in floodplain insurance and flood map mod-
ernization in this year’s budget request, and so my question is, 
though I like—you know, usually I ask about increases to budgets 
and here I am going to ask you about decreases to budget. Why is 
that? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I do not have the actual figures on that in 
front of me. I do know that we have completed in the gulf area the 
advisory base flood elevations and are working under way on the 
other elements of this. 
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In terms of the specifics about why that has dropped, I think 
that is probably something I am better off getting back to you on. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Okay. Thank you. Because it really has become 
a major topic of conversation on the Financial Services Committee, 
and I think it is something that we really have got to look at close-
ly. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I yield back, and I have more questions, so 
whenever you want to get back to me. 

Chairman THOMPSON. Well, if you are patient, we will get back 
to you. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I am learning patience, Mr. Chairman. Thank 
you. 

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much, and we will begin 
the next round of questioning. 

You will keep hearing this name over and over, Mr. Secretary, 
about this $1 billion interoperability issue, and I cannot impress 
upon you my and the ranking member’s concern about that whole 
issue. Can you explain for the committee in clear terms the reason 
for the delay in working out this memorandum of understanding 
with the Department? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I do not think it is a matter of principle. 
I think everything in Government always takes a little bit longer 
than you think it should. 

About a week ago, I said, let us just get this done. You know, 
sometimes you get the sense that everybody feels they have got to 
touch every piece of paper or it is not, you know, properly blessed, 
but we will get—this is just a matter of getting the paperwork 
done. I think they are meeting either today or the early part of 
next week to figure out whatever wording issues are left. Within 
10 days, if I do not have the piece of paper to sign, I will be on 
the phone with Secretary Gutierrez; and we will just figure out 
what we have to do to get it done. 

There is an agreement we are going to go forward with this, and 
I know both agencies and OMB are determined to get moving very 
quickly on the guidance because we want to get this out there as 
fast as possible. We all have the same objective here. 

Chairman THOMPSON. Ten days? 
Secretary CHERTOFF. Yes. 
Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. 
Another issue that we see from time to time is, you know, we 

have a number of tunnels that have been constructed along the 
southern border specifically, and some of us are having difficulty 
seeing whether or not the Department is moving with enough dis-
patch to fill the tunnels in. Can you give the committee your assur-
ance, even though the budget does not reflect resources to complete 
the destruction or the filling in of the tunnels that have been used 
to smuggle individuals and/or drugs into this country, that we will, 
in fact, do that? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. Yes. Most of the tunnels have been filled 
and capped. I think seven have not been. It is costing about $3 mil-
lion, and the budget for CBP—although there is not a separate line 
item—includes the money to get those filled. 

Chairman THOMPSON. So will that be within the present budget 
year or the future? 
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Secretary CHERTOFF. I think we can do it this year, actually. I 
think there is money to get it done. In the meantime, we do mon-
itor them. The one thing that sometimes slows us up is sometimes 
the tunnels go under private property, and care has to be taken in 
the way that you fill it so you do not impact the private property 
and the buildings on top of it. 

Chairman THOMPSON. Well, if you would provide the committee 
with the Department’s timetable— 

Secretary CHERTOFF. Sure. 
Chairman THOMPSON. —in accomplishing that, we would really 

appreciate it. 
We had testimony earlier in the week from GAO and the Inspec-

tor General that there were times that the General Counsel in-
jected himself into the process of getting information. Is that some-
thing that you put in place or have you reviewed it and see that 
as a hindrance in allowing the Comptroller General and the Inspec-
tor General to do their jobs; and, if so, what is your latest position 
on that? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. We certainly do not mean it to be a hin-
drance. I saw some of the IG’s testimony, and I thought yesterday 
he was, you know, pretty satisfied with the General Counsel’s Of-
fice. I guess GAO was not. I have told the General Counsel we 
want to be cooperative. We want to be expeditious. Obviously, he 
has to assure himself that, when we are producing things or inter-
views are being done, we are not compromising any legal positions 
that we have to maintain. And I know, having spent a lot of years 
as an investigator, that, you know, sometimes investigators believe 
the mere presence of a lawyer is a bad thing, but I do not happen 
to think that is right. 

Chairman THOMPSON. Because you are a lawyer? 
Secretary CHERTOFF. Because I am a lawyer, because I have 

been on all different sides of this. I have investigated, and I have 
represented those being investigated, but the bottom line is, con-
sistent with their professional obligations, I have asked them to be 
as cooperative as possible with investigators. 

Chairman THOMPSON. Well, one of our problems is you are now, 
by virtue of having a General Counsel, getting blamed for the delay 
in congressional mandated reports being received in a timely man-
ner; and if this process is delaying the submission of congression-
ally mandated reports, I think you need to review it. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I agree with that. 
Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you. 
I now yield to the ranking member. 
Mr. KING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Again, I want to thank the Secretary for his testimony this morn-

ing. 
Three quick points, one on the issue of port funding, where we 

authorized $400 million and $210 million is in the year’s budget. 
I think we have become part of the circular reasoning in that you 
are saying the $210 million is in the budget this year because that 
is what Congress appropriated last year, and we must have felt 
that was the right number. My understanding from talking with 
the Appropriations Committee is the reason they put $210 million 
in last year, only $210 million, is that the budget was not big 
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enough to go beyond that. So that, again, goes to my point, you 
know, as to how would you look upon the budget as to what we 
need or just keep basing it off the previous year? 

Now I have two questions. One, when do you expect the UWASI 
grants to be announced; and, secondly, as to Charles Allen and the 
intelligence operation in DHS, how mature do you think that is be-
coming as being part of the intelligence apparatus of the Federal 
Government, and is it establishing the position you think that it 
should have for the Department of Homeland Security? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. As to the first, the guidance is out. I cannot 
tell you off the top of my head when the first submissions are sup-
posed to come in. 

What we agreed to do this year was to have enough time to allow 
one round of back and forth so that, if we got something, you could 
help yourself by retooling. We can do that. I will give you the dead-
lines on that. I do not remember. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I think Charlie Allen has led intelligence 
analysis, I think, very significantly to a new level. First of all, he 
sits with the other senior intelligence agency heads and the DNI’s 
kind of major intelligence counsel. I have given him substantial au-
thority, including budget review authority, over the intelligence 
components. He is undertaking a significant number of initiatives, 
including researching and analyzing homegrown terrorism; and we 
work closely, literally on a daily basis, taking intelligence and 
operationalizing it with our operational components. 

When the President was up yesterday, we took him into the Na-
tional Operations Center, and I had Admiral Rufe there, who is the 
head of our operations coordination. I had Charlie Allen there, and 
they both said to the President, you know, this is a partnership 
that takes intelligence and turns it into action. So this is a dynamic 
task, but we have made huge progress. 

Mr. KING. Are you satisfied there is sufficient cooperation coming 
from the CIA, the FBI and the DIA as far as giving the level of 
intelligence to Mr. Allen that he needs to be able to, you know, 
make intelligent decisions and also to share that with local govern-
ments? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. Yes, I am and, you know, continuing to 
work to refine our share and make it quicker. We are also working 
with State and local governments to support financially their cre-
ation of fusion centers and then to embed analysts in fusion cen-
ters. 

Then the other thing Charlie has done is set up a fellowship pro-
gram to bring local officials into information analysis so, A, we can 
get the benefit of their perspective and, also, then they can go back 
and go back. He has a very good vision for the future, which is hav-
ing a much more vertically integrated intelligence capability so 
that we are really using the intelligence-gathering abilities of the 
police to pick up things. 

And I do not want to filibuster, but let me just highlight one 
thing. 

One thing we did with the grant guidance this year, frankly, be-
cause I talked to Rick Kelly about it, was create a space to use 
some of the money for personnel costs if they are dedicated 100 
percent to counterterrorism—we are going to do that in L.A., too— 
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and the reason we did it was we recognized, for the next wave of 
homegrown terrorism, a lot of our intelligence is going to come 
from police in the community who are going to see things that we 
do not pick up in satellites and with spies. So we really have a vi-
sion for how we want to go forward with this for the next decade. 

Mr. KING. Thank you very much. 
Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Ranking Member. 
We now recognize the gentlelady from Texas, Ms. Jackson Lee. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Secretary, I mentioned before that I had 

some aviation questions, and I did not ask them. One in particular 
comes to mind, and I welcome your thoughts on this question. That 
is that we have discovered individuals who have been testing our 
security in what we call ‘‘general aviation airports;’’ and, frankly, 
it is shocking—individuals without identification, without purpose 
and without reason being able to simply drive onto the tarmac. 

Interestingly enough, the subcommittee that I chair has respon-
sibility for critical infrastructures, and those are chemical plants, 
refineries, and you can imagine a general aviation plane in the vi-
cinity of such refineries leaving a general aviation airport, not 
under legal piloting, and simply hitting those facilities. 

What can we do—and I know, again, we have a jurisdictional 
question that goes back to my association with Mr. King’s remarks 
that we really need to cohesively have DHS have control over a 
number of these security issues. I believe that we need to explore 
how we can be more stringent on the security measures of these 
airports, and I would welcome your thoughts on this. 

My second question is, I mentioned the Hutto facility, and I look 
forward to visiting it. I am hearing some distressing thoughts 
which say that some of the children with families have been sepa-
rated and to be defined as ‘‘unaccompanied minors’’ so that they 
can be put in another facility because there is not enough room, 
and frankly, I think we owe an obligation to those centers for peo-
ple under civil issues to not be treated as criminals. 

But I would be interested on the general aviation. I have great 
concerns about that and will be looking forward to the opportunity 
for some hearing before this committee. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I saw that report. I kind of think it was the 
media that actually went in and did that. You know, TSA does 
have authority and does lay rules in place for general aviation. 

As we have progressed on the front of commercial aviation—and 
one of the things I have asked TSA to do this year is to go back 
and look at the general aviation sector and see where do we need 
to tighten up. You know, we have been post 9/11 for over 5 years; 
and now I think we have an opportunity to stand back and look 
at areas where perhaps progress is not what it should be or maybe 
where the private sector has gotten a little lax. We need to start 
to figure out how do we turn the temperature up a little bit. To 
be honest, after a while, I start to lose patience, and I am prepared 
to do a little kicking. So I am going to have Administrator Hoyer 
look at that and see. 

Now, if we have a lack of authority, we may come back and say 
we need more authority, but if we just need to be a little tougher, 
we are going to be a little tougher. 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 11:00 May 20, 2009 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00070 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6601 H:\DOCS\110-HRGS\110-3\35262.TXT HSEC PsN: DIANE



67 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. And the detention facility and separating chil-
dren when they should not be separated? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I have not heard about separating children. 
I do not know if there has been some particular circumstance 
where that has occurred. 

I do know that a lot of effort was placed into making it, to the 
extent any facility can, be family friendly so we would not have to 
separate children. I know you are going down, I think, in the next 
week or two; and, obviously, if we need to make an adjustment to 
procedures there, we will do that. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Quickly, I have mentioned to you the border 
patrol agents. We understand that they still do not have bar-
gaining rights. I would like you to comment on that but also com-
ment on what I think is a severe need for professional training and 
career path. These are law enforcement officers, and how can we 
begin to turn the corner on those issues? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I do not know exactly what their union 
rights are at this point. I mean, they are a police agency, so there 
may be some limits. 

With respect to career development, I think in general  
Ms. JACKSON LEE. And training. 
Secretary CHERTOFF. And training. 
I think in general in the Department, particularly as people 

progress, we do need to come up not only with a better career de-
velopment path but one that emphasizes the unity of the Depart-
ment. You know, one of the things we have seen are some border 
patrol and border inspectors now applying to become ICE agents 
because they want to do investigative work. That is not a bad 
thing, and I do not want to discourage that. We need to find ways 
to allow them also to grow within their own agency as well as 
going out. So this is part of our whole human capital effort to try 
to build this 21st Century organization. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I thank the chairman. 
Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. Thank you. 
Chairman THOMPSON. Now I recognize the gentleman from Cali-

fornia, Mr. Lungren. 
Mr. LUNGREN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Secretary, first of all, let me just say that, several months 

ago, a particular cybersecurity concern came to my attention. We 
alerted Mr. Foresman of your Department, and his reaction was 
immediate. The Interagency Task Force was established. He under-
stood the severity of the concern, and I understand we will be 
briefed at some point in time in the near future, and I think that 
is reflective of the kind of relationship that develops between this 
committee as the main committee of jurisdiction on Homeland Se-
curity—your Department—and I appreciate that, and I look for-
ward to that kind of work in the future. 

You know, we hear a lot of things from a lot of people. Some ap-
pear to be serious, some not. This did appear to be serious; and 
while I do not discuss it publicly, I just want to publicly thank you 
for that and the professionalism. 

The other thing that was of interest was the credibility that your 
Department has that, when you went to establish an Interagency 
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Task Force on this matter involving a number of different agencies, 
including some that have been around a long time, the response to 
that was immediate, and that is a good sign, as far as I am con-
cerned, for whether this system is being broken. You do not get the 
headlines on that. You get headlines about what you are not doing. 

Perhaps the reason why the tenor of this hearing is, I think, a 
little bit better than what I saw in the newspapers is this com-
mittee has a better understanding on an ongoing basis of what you 
are doing and what you are doing to improve. 

Secondly, I would like to ask you this. I mean, there were some 
questions about the housing and tents that we are putting the non- 
Mexican illegal aliens in. I have a friend who is in Tikrit right now, 
and he is an Army officer, and he is living in the remains of what 
was a shower. How does the tent city that you have got compare 
to what our troops are living in in places around the world right 
now? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. Well, first, again, thank you for your com-
ments. I think it is important for the morale of the agency to have 
the quiet things recognized sometimes, and I appreciate that. 

I visited the particular tent city that was depicted in the Post be-
fore it opened. They are not like tents like Army tents. They are 
large structures with almost rigid but not quite rigid sides. They 
are air-conditioned, and they have rows of bunks like dormitories, 
like in an Army barracks. My recollection, although, you know, it 
is not that clear, is that there are partitions, contrary to what the 
reports said, in between the various stalls and the showers. There 
is an eating area and a recreational area. I think there is a tele-
vision. 

So, in terms of the physical structure, I would have to say it is 
one which I think our troops would be delighted to occupy in 
places, you know, all over the world. Now, it is never fun to be 
locked up, but these are designed, hopefully, to have relatively 
quick turnover, and so they are not meant to be places of perma-
nent habitation. 

Mr. LUNGREN. And there is a difference, in my mind, between 
what is inhumane and what is uncomfortable. I would suppose 
these are uncomfortable, and people would like to get out of them 
as I would. 

Let me ask you about something that Mr. Pierce has brought up 
on a number of occasions, and that is the effectiveness of K–9 
units. I noticed that, in the surface transportation budget, you in-
creased the explosives detection K–9 program by $3.5 million. Do 
you know how many K–9s are currently deployed and to which sys-
tems and how many more K–9 units will be allocated as a result 
of this $3.5 million? 

There has been some suggestion that sometimes, even better 
than some of these technological fixes that we are always chasing, 
K–9 units have tremendous capacity for examining cargo, whether 
it is a fixed rail, whether it is passenger, whether it is air, and so 
forth. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. The money reflects 45 additional K–9 
teams, and I agree. I think the dogs in almost every case—there 
are a couple of exceptions—are superior to technology. We cannot 
make them fast enough. We cannot get the dogs produced fast 
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enough, and not all the dogs—you know, some of them flunk out 
of the K–9 school, but they are actually a great detection tool. 

Mr. LUNGREN. There was some question about whether we have 
the capacity to have the training that is necessary. That is, do we 
have the facilities such that, if we indicated that we needed to dou-
ble or triple this, is the training capacity out there? Are we limited 
by the training facilities that are currently available? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I am not sure I can answer that. I know we 
are currently training a lot of dogs. I was down at the facility in 
Front Royal. I do not know what the limiting factor is—suitable 
dogs being born and put into the program, suitable trainers or suit-
able facilities—but, I mean, we can handle the 45 additional K–9 
teams. You know, the dogs are somewhat expensive, too, and their 
useful period of work is not their entire life. I mean, at some point 
they kind of wear out. But if we need to put more into the training, 
we will put more into the training. 

Mr. LUNGREN. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Secretary, earlier you mentioned your support for the Infor-

mation Sharing Fellows Program, and I am glad to see the biparti-
sanship on that. Because you know that was a Democratic idea 
that we kind of put forth last year, so I am glad to see you picking 
it up and moving it forward. 

We will now hear from the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Green. 
Mr. GREEN. Thank you again, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Secretary, if you would, share with us as briefly as you can 

your vision for security within the country as opposed to ingress 
and egress but within as it relates to a facility comparable to Union 
Station as we look to the future. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. Most of the infrastructure in the country is 
either owned and operated by local authorities or by the private 
sector, so I do not envision us—the question I always have to ask 
is, what is the Federal contribution? Where does it make the most 
sense? 

One area is technology. So, for example, with our BioWatch Pro-
gram and moving to the next generation of biowatch, that is some-
thing you cannot reasonably expect localities or private parties to 
do. We have got to do that kind of research work. We have got to 
deploy that. Funding for things like cameras and systems of that 
sort I think are, again, where we can value add with respect to a 
place like Union Station. 

When it comes to the private sector, you know, I think we need 
to help them survey and understand what security measures they 
need and how to best go about providing security. But I honestly 
do not know that the Federal Government would pay for, let us 
say, Exxon Mobil to secure its own assets. We want to tell them 
what they need to do, which is lay down performance standards 
like the chemical facilities, give them assistance, but, at the end of 
the day, they have a responsibility as well to protect not only their 
own assets but the communities in which their assets are situated 
from being turned into a weapon. 
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This is really a partnership, and that means it has got to be a 
network relationship, as opposed to a government owns everything 
and operates everything relationship. 

Mr. GREEN. I thank you, and I do look forward to working with 
you. Again, I commend you. Thank you very much. 

I yield back. 
Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you. 
And, Mr. Green, we will take that question forward during the 

next month as we look at rail security as a broader issue for this 
country. So we will be working with the Department and industry 
itself in coming up with a model that makes the traveling public 
more secure. 

We will now get back to our patient member, Mr. Perlmutter 
from Colorado. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman; and Mr. Secretary, 
again, thank you for, sir, your generous time today. 

I have a few more questions, and I want to start with inter-
dicting, you know, contraband, drugs. Again, I am going to be ask-
ing you about cuts, as opposed to increases, but I noticed in a cou-
ple of your line items we have got cuts to drug interdiction, $56 
million. Can you explain that? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. I need to get the particular line item so I 
can look at what we are talking about. Do you have the line item? 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. It goes from— 
Secretary CHERTOFF. Oh, thanks. 
Well, I guess what I would say is, on that particular item, we are 

going from—it is off of a base of $1.3 billion, so I think some of this 
reflects adjustments in the budget with respect to Coast Guard, 
which are reflected as part of the border program, and then it has 
to be allocated against the various categories of the program which 
are covered under the border and associated programs. 

When we get into very small cuts and adjustments, I mean, this 
is part of what is a tough budget process where we are trying to 
fund new initiatives. We are trying to see can we tighten the belt 
a little bit without sacrificing the mission in a significant way. It 
is a fairly small cut relative to the $1.3 billion; and it just reflects, 
I think, a judgment that we could afford to cut a little bit there 
to put something somewhere else. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Okay. Thank you. 
In terms of the conversation we are having with a couple of the 

representatives on working with local police and law enforcement 
and first responders, as I understand the way the Department has 
worked it has been primarily on a grant type of basis to develop, 
you know, some expertise in the local law enforcement in terms of 
sharing intelligence and things like that. 

I guess my question is—and again, you know, wanting local con-
trol and develop local expertise is a good thing. Grants, however, 
run out; and I can tell you in Colorado there is particular concern 
that the grants have run out. It was sort of 2003 to 2006 or 2004 
to 2007, and it is gone, and they are really concerned about how 
it maintains, how it sustains because you do not want it to just run 
out. Can you respond? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. First of all, let me preface it by saying we 
do work with locals directly in the sense we have a Joint Terrorism 
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Task Force and we have fusion centers. Let us say, in the ports, 
we have, you know, the Coast Guard integrated with local police. 
So there are many ways we work with the locals on an ongoing 
basis operationally. 

You know, what you say about grants is true, and that is because 
grants, I think, in the main are meant to be capacity building. 
What we are trying to do is build capital investment and build 
training that will then allow the localities to do the work them-
selves. 

Frankly, a lot of the times when we get into tussles over grant 
funding is because localities understandably are interested in hav-
ing a portion of their sustainment budget covered by the Federal 
Government. I mean, they used to have a COPS program and block 
grants. I mean, those are revenue-sharing programs. 

I have to say the general philosophy we have had, with some ex-
ceptions like we have done with Stonegarden at the border or what 
we have done with the police in the major cities, has been not to 
have this be revenue sharing but to have it be capacity building 
and investment that will ultimately yield to sustainment by the lo-
calities. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I guess my response is that you built the ca-
pacity, but you are then shifting—well, States or the local govern-
ments then have to pick up the cost to maintain the program. And 
you know, in Colorado and, I think, in other States, one of the com-
plaints you are seeing is that they are not in a place where they 
can pick up the program. Then what you have built for 3 years is 
just going to sort of die on the vine, and that is just my caution 
to you. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. Well, that is one of the reasons—when we 
evaluate grant proposals, part of what we are looking to see is, has 
the applicant thought of a proposal that they are capable of sus-
taining themselves? Have they looked at their own budget and are 
they able to say, you know, if you give us this, we then have the 
ability to carry it forward? That really will address that issue. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. A last question, Mr. Chair, if it is okay. 
In terms of the—I think your testimony was that we had 18,500 

beds. It has gone to 27,500. You want to add another 1,000 beds. 
Do you have any sense of—I mean, how do you work with, say, for 
instance, prisons and training the guards at these things, and how 
much does it cost you per bed on an annual basis? 

Secretary CHERTOFF. Well, let me say we do not own all of the 
beds. When we say ‘‘beds,’’ a lot of these beds we lease, and we do 
that exactly because of the surge back and forth. There is a figure 
per bed. I do not have it in my head. 

But one of the things we do use—it is almost like a hotel reserva-
tion system. We do run a system where we scale up and scale down 
in different parts of the country depending on what the flow and 
the capacity needs are. I am sure I can get you the dollars per bed. 
Not all but most of them are on a contract basis. Like we use local 
law enforcement jails and stuff like that. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Okay. 
Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Secretary, if you would, on that subject, if you can get us the 

cost per Department bed as well as the cost per contracted bed, I 
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think we could then kind of look at the numbers and kind of see 
where we are. 

Secretary CHERTOFF. Yes. 
One thing I should say is this is actually an area where con-

tracting makes sense. Because if we built a large facility in, let us 
say, Arizona, and then over time the need for bed space—and they 
are contracted—was that we have got more need in Florida—we 
would be stuck. So it is this kind of fluctuation where we actually 
do like to contract. 

Chairman THOMPSON. And we have staff going to visit over the 
next 3 weeks several of these sites to kind of give the committee 
more information on it, also. 

I would like to thank the Secretary for his valuable testimony. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. Chairman. 
Chairman THOMPSON. Yes. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. Would you just yield for just a moment? 
Chairman THOMPSON. Yes. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Secretary, would you put this under your 

contemplation? 
The chairman indicated that this committee and several other 

committees will be looking at comprehensive immigration reform. 
We do not want to suggest that law enforcement agencies should 
not be enforcing the rules, but you have some humanitarian issues 
with mothers, children, fathers in the pipeline of deportation who 
are under your jurisdiction, and I just will explore with you the 
consideration of some moratorium, some mandatory moratorium, as 
this comprehensive immigration process is about to unfold. 

We had to deal with a situation of a mother of two young chil-
dren—and I know there may be many like this, but I do think it 
is worthy of consideration in the light of the President’s charge and 
our charge to get a bill out in the next 6 months. I think it is an 
important question to consider, and that is a humanitarian re-
sponse to some who are in the pipeline of deportation. 

I yield back. 
Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you. 
Again, Mr. Secretary, we want to thank you for your testimony. 

The members of the committee may have additional questions for 
you, and we ask you to respond expeditiously in writing to these 
questions. 

Hearing no further business, the committee stands adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 11:43 a.m., the committee was adjourned.] 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 11:00 May 20, 2009 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00076 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6601 H:\DOCS\110-HRGS\110-3\35262.TXT HSEC PsN: DIANE



(73) 

APPENDIX: ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS AND 
RESPONSES 

QUESTIONS FROM HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 

RESPONSES FROM HON. MICHAEL CHERTOFF 

Question 1: Mr. Secretary, as you know, the Committee on Armed Services pro-
duces an authorization bill each year for the Department of Defense. I believe this 
bill provides much needed Congressional support and resources for DOD. 

Do you believe that the Department of Homeland Security could also ben-
efit from the passage this year by the House and Senate of a bipartisan bill 
that authorizes key programs at DHS and makes moderate management re-
forms that you and this Committee are seeking? 

Answer: The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) has undergone significant 
restructuring since its inception. As part of this restructuring, we have instituted 
several management reforms. I believe it is prudent to institute the reforms we have 
underway, stabilize our operation, assess our performance, and then determine what 
additional management reform is required. 

Towards that end, in addition to implementing the organizational restructuring 
directed by the Department’s FY 2007 Appropriations Act, I am issuing manage-
ment directives that strengthen and centralize the authorities of our Chief Acquisi-
tion Officer, the Chief Procurement Officer and our Chief Information Officer. These 
directives will provide the Department’s headquarters leadership with greater visi-
bility and control over our most significant investments in new tools and capabilities 
to fulfill our mission. 

Question 2: Mr. Secretary, the GAO has said that if there was a merger between 
private sector companies on par with the creation of the Department of Homeland 
Security, it would take five to seven years for the companies to integrate fully. The 
Department is now four years old. 

Do you think it has made four years of progress? 
In other words, where is the Department on this five-to-seven year pro-

gression? 
Is it at year four, year three, year two? 
Answer: The GAO may have said that if there was a merger between private sec-

tor companies on a par with the creation of the Department, it would take five to 
seven years for the companies to integrate fully. However, the merger and restruc-
turing of government agencies is dramatically more complicated than mergers in the 
private sector. We certainly believe that we have made four years of progress and 
are well on the way to becoming a more effective Department. 

Question 3: Mr. Secretary, as you know, the Department remains on GAO’s high 
risk list. In May of 2005, GAO issued a report that identified your Business Trans-
formation Office as having a potentially important role in facilitating the integration 
and development of the Deparment. Yet in the almost 2 yeas since, we have had 
a difficult time figuring out just what the Business Transformation Office does. In 
fact, it seems like an empty shell of an office. This year you have requested no direct 
funding for it. 

Do you have a vision for this office? 
What role do you see it playing in the development of the Department,. 

and how it can it fulfill this role without funding? 
Answer: The Business Transformation Office was eliminated from the Office of 

the Under Secretary for Management in Senate Report 109–273—Department of 
Homeland Security Appropriations bill, 2007. Under Committee Recommendations 
for the Office of the Under Secretary for Management, the bill states the following: 
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Business Transformation Office—The Committee does not provide funding for 
the Business Transformation Office (BTO). While the Committee values the in-
tegration that BTO sought to provide, the Committee finds such integration can 
be coordinated directly out of the Immediate Office of the Under Secretary for 
Management, eliminating the need for an independent office. 

The House agreed with the Senate in the conference report and the Homeland Se-
curity Appropriations Act of 2007 (Public Law 109–295) eliminated funding for the 
BTO from the Office of the Under Secretary for Management. 

Question 4: Mr. Secretary as you know, the Department ranked at the bottom 
of the just-released OPM survey of job satisfiaction among federal employees. This 
abysmal ranking was little changed from OPM’s previous survey, 2 years ago. 

Why do you think the Department made so little progress in two years, 
and what are you doing now to assure substantial improvement 2 years 
from now? 

Answer: I take these results seriously and am disappointed by the Department’s 
low survey rankings. Immediately after the report was issued, I asked Deputy Sec-
retary Jackson to immediately send out a message to all employees communicating 
our results and letting them know that we were very disappointed with our scores 
and would be taking immediate steps to try to effect changes which would lead to 
improved morale. We anticipate impacting scores through the performance manage-
ment system we began implementing in 2005 as well as the leadership training ini-
tiatives which we started to implement last year. 

We are developing a two-pronged approach—Department-wide and Component 
level activities. These activities include: 

• Ongoing data analysis for actionable conclusions; 
• Focus groups (Department-wide on leadership and communication issues); 
• Action plans to address top 2 to 3 areas of weakness; and 
• Sharing Component best practices across the Department. 

There are three areas where we did not do well: 
Performance Management: In 2006 when the survey was administered we had just 

begun the roll-out of the performance management system (PMS) for all managers 
and supervisors. In addition, we continue to revamp and reissue performance man-
agement tools which we believe will contribute to changing the negative employee 
perception of performance management within the Department. These initiatives in-
clude: 

• Holding managers accountable for addressing FHCS issues as a corporate re-
quirement; 
• Ensuring all employees in the new performance system are on performance 
plans 

Leadership: From 2004 through 2006, we hired just under 200 senior executives 
to fill leadership positions within the Department. Also, in this time, we established 
the Chief Learning Officer position within the Office of the Chief Human Capital 
Officer, and produced several leadership courses now being offered as part of DHS’ 
Leadership Institute. These courses include: 

• Delivering new leadership training programs to focus on core skills identified 
in the survey (leveraging existing Component programs, where possible); 
• Rolling-out existing leadership development programs, including the SES 
Candidate Development Program and the DHS Fellows Program; and 
• Conducting 360 degree evaluations for SES/TSES supervisors to assess its use 
as a basis for improving communications, leadership and results. 

Communications: We are improving our communications by having the Office of 
Public Affairs work in conjunction with the Office of the Chief Human Capital Offi-
cer to: 

• Enhance DHS websites to include more messages from senior leaders on top-
ics relevant to the workforce; 
• Structure a series of all hands meetings in coordination with Components to 
address key issues; 
• Prepare an abbreviated DHS 101 module that explains DHS, what it does, 
who is in it, the Secretary’s priorities and how each organization relates to 
them; and 
• Maintain a robust FHCS website to ensure employees have access to all infor-
mation on the Department’s activities. 

Through these coordinated efforts, we aim to address the areas for improvement 
identified by the survey and put in place new accountability structures to help us 
implement, communicate and measure our effectiveness in doing so. 
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Question 5: Mr. Secretary, when we met with Deputy Secretary Jackson last 
week, he said, and I quote ‘‘MAXHR is dead.’’ Is MAXHR in fact dead, and if so 
what is taking its place? While MAXHR may have been ill-conceived from the be-
ginning, the idea of unifying the Department’s human resources systems is not. 

What are you doing towards this goal, how much will it cost, and what 
is the implementation plan? 

Answer: The use of the term MAXHR is no longer appropriate because our human 
resources programs encompass critical areas not identified in the MAXHR initiative. 
Over the last two years, much work has gone into the MAXHR program. 

MAXHR did not go far enough in addressing the broad range of needs for a 21st 
century human capital program across the Department. For this reason, we will no 
longer be using the term MAXHR as we move to address broader initiatives that are 
essential for us to be successful in the future. 
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We are continuing our efforts to unify the Department’s human capital programs. 
The Department (Chief Human Capital Officer), in collaboration with the Compo-
nents, has developed a Human Capital Operational Plan to serve as a roadmap for 
further integration. This plan allows DHS to adjust to new priorities while focusing 
on five key goals, which are designed to improve DHS’ capacity to build and sustain 
a high-performing workforce with the knowledge, tools and resources to achieve the 
Department’s vital mission. They are: 

—Hire and retain a talented and diverse workforce 
—Create a DHS-wide culture of performance 
—Establish high-quality learning and development programs 
—Implement a DHS-wide integrated leadership service 
—Be a model of human capital service excellence 

Under these goals, we will continue the valuable work begun under the MAXHR 
program, but broaden our focus to other areas, such as developing career paths to 
expand career opportunities and investing in learning and development programs to 
give employees the knowledge and tools they need to be successful. We will also 
modernize hiring and retention programs to make sure we can attract and retain 
the best talent. With respect to the programs initiated under MAXHR, we will: 

— Expand the implementation of the DHS Performance Management Program 
to allow us to work more effectively across Components and align the work we 
do with the strategy, vision, and values of the Department. 
— Implement a pay-for-performance pilot program in a small Component or or-
ganization to validate, measure, and refine the pay band models and processes. 
— Work with the Office of Personnel Management and collaborate with em-
ployee representatives to decide on next steps consistent with recent court rul-
ings. 

By proceeding in this deliberate manner, we will ensure that performance man-
agement is well-established in the Department, and that we have adequate time to 
properly train the workforce. These actions will also support our efforts in address-
ing the issues raised by the Federal Human Capital Survey. 

The FY 2007 budget includes funding to initiate these efforts and additional fund-
ing will be sought, as needed, in FY 2008 and beyond to sustain robust human cap-
ital programs throughout DHS. The chart below reflects the differences between 
MAXHR and the newly adopted Human Capital Operational Plan (HCOP). 

Question 6: Mr. Secretary the Nation’s transportation systems are inherently 
‘‘open’’ environments and in the Department’s own budget justifications it says 
‘‘There is a very real ongoing threat to transportation security, particularly involv-
ing the mass transit mode, as evidenced by the Bombings in Madrid during the 
summer of 2004 and London in July 2005’’ But the President’s FY08 budget only 
requests an additional $4 million for TSA’s surface transportation security. 

If TSA is responsible for all modes of transportation, when is TSA’s budg-
et going to reflect this fact? 

What percentage of your overall budget is dedicated specifically to rail 
and public security? 

Answer: Budgets seen as specifically dedicated to surface transportation security 
are not reflective of the overall effort of TSA or the Federal Government in these 
areas. 

Since 9/11, the Federal Government has dedicated an estimated $900 million to 
transit security alone. This figure encompasses grant programs administered by the 
Department of Transportation (DOT), Federal Transit Administration (FTA), DHS, 
and TSA. 

Additionally, FTA annually awards more than $3.5 billion in capital improvement 
grants. These funds may be used for capital security enhancement. Under the Safe, 
Affordable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act—A Legacy for Users, up to 
two percent of these grants may be dedicated to security training and exercises. 

The $900 million cited does not reflect the value of supporting services the Fed-
eral Government provides to transit security through funding of broader security ef-
forts, such as the Transportation Security Operations Center, the Transportation 
Security Intelligence Service, and DOT’s Crisis Management Center. Our Govern-
ment’s investments and improvements in terrorism watch lists, border security and 
intelligence networks significantly impact surface transportation security. Such ef-
forts focus on preventing the terrorists from ever entering the United States and 
are part of a layered defense for surface transportation security. 

These and other programs contribute to accomplishing the surface transportation 
security mission. The intelligence and information-sharing and alert capabilities 
maintained through these processes are other key components of the layered ap-
proach to transit and rail security. 
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Transportation Security Administration (TSA) focuses on information sharing, 
preparedness, domain awareness, training, and using a risk-based management ap-
proach to maximize the impact of available resources through random, visible secu-
rity activities. We have employed wide-ranging strategies that engage our stake-
holders and help ensure the security of mass transit and passenger rail systems. 
The TSA budget involves programs and funding that may seem to be specific to cer-
tain modes when, in fact, they impact security across all modes. TSA has learned 
much in aviation security that is being used in the surface transportation modes. 
Budgets allocated to aviation security actually provide real benefit throughout the 
entire transportation system. 

For example, Federal Security Directors work closely with surface modes to make 
many aviation security measures available to surface transportation security. TSA 
Explosives Detection Canine Teams, Visible Intermodal Prevention and Response 
teams, portable screening equipment and the National Screening Force have been 
deployed to provide enhanced security to surface transportation. 

Much of the Nation’s aviation infrastructure is federally owned, which requires 
a Federal budget. The surface modes of transportation, many of which are privately 
owned and operated, receive security funding from multiple streams (i.e., State, 
local, private). The responsibility for mass transit security and passenger rail secu-
rity is a shared responsibility among a variety of stakeholders, including State, 
local, and Federal agencies, and private owners and operators. To that end, TSA 
works in partnership with the DHS Office of Grants and Training and will award 
$199 million in surface transportation security grants in FY 2007. These grants are 
awarded in direct relationship to a program’s value in mitigating the greatest risk 
to surface transportation. 

Question 7: Earlier this week, Administrator Hawley told us that the Transpor-
tation Sector specific Plan was still under review by the Administration. This plan 
was due over 2 years ago. 

Why the long delay and when can the Committee expect the plan to be 
completed? 

Answer: The National Strategy for Transportation Security (NSTS) was required 
under the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004 (IRTPA) as the 
initial Department of Homeland Security (DHS) mechanism for the development of 
a broad-based transportation strategy. The NSTS was the document due two years 
ago, which was delivered to Congress in October 2005. Per IRTPA, an updated 
NSTS was provided to Congress in August 2006. 

On December 5, 2006, the President issued Executive Order 13416 which builds 
upon the improvements made in surface transportation security since September 11, 
2001, specifically actions taken under Homeland Security Presidential Directive 7, 
‘‘Critical Infrastructure Identification, Prioritization, and Protection’’ (HSPD–7). Ex-
ecutive Order 13416 requires the strengthening of our Nation’s surface transpor-
tation systems by the facilitation and implementation of a comprehensive, coordi-
nated, and efficient security program. In doing so, we continue to build upon current 
security initiatives to develop a comprehensive transportation systems sector spe-
cific plan, as defined in the National Infrastructure Protection Plan (NIPP), as well 
as modal plans for surface modes as defined in the Executive Order. 

In June 2006, DHS signed the NIPP as the comprehensive Critical Infrastructure 
and Key Resources (CI/KR) planning framework supporting the tenets outlined in 
HSPD–7. Each of the 17 CI/KR sectors was required by the NIPP to develop a sec-
tor-specific plan in collaboration with various security partners across government 
and private industry. December 31, 2006. The Transportation Systems Sector Spe-
cific Plan (TSSP) was developed and reviewed within the Department. HSC cleared 
the TSSP in early March. 

Question 8: In the FY07 Homeland Security Appropriations Bill, Congress pro-
vided the Department with a specific timeline for grant distribution. We had to do 
this because your Department has consistently been late in distributing these sub-
stantial funds. Despite this clear guidance, however, the Department was once 
again 7 weeks late in distributing the FY07 grant guidance. 

Please explain why there is such a long delay in distributing this funding 
Answer: The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) places a premium on dis-

tributing grant funds to State and local jurisdictions in a timely manner. We realize 
that these funds are critical to building and sustaining capabilities at all levels. 
Prior to the grant guidance release for the fiscal year 2007 Homeland Security 
Grant Program and the Infrastructure Protection Program, we continued to seek 
stakeholder input on a variety of issues to ensure a strong programmatic applica-
tion. In addition, we were committed to ensuring that we spent the time necessary 
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to strengthen the upfront analysis portion of the Urban Areas Security Initiative eli-
gibility determination. 

Further, the Department received specific requests from a number of State home-
land security advisors on behalf of governors from their respective States asking 
that the Department delay releasing this grant guidance until January 2007. This 
extra time ensured that States and urban areas did not lose valuable days around 
the holiday season during the application period. The Department decided to grant 
this additional extension based on these requests. 

Question 9: Mr. secretary at yesterday’s ‘‘Update on Federal Rail and Public 
Transportation Security Efforts Hearing,’’ Administrator Hawley was asked about 
Department training requirements for front-line rail workers, and he responded— 
incorrectly—that such requirements existed. 

Were you also under the impression that this training was required? And 
if you were not, can you please explain why they are not required? 

Can yu explain to the Committee why you again missed an opportunity 
to impose training requirement for these workers? 

Answer: The Federal Government currently has security training requirements 
in place in both passenger and freight rail. The Transportation Security Administra-
tion (TSA), through its various assessment programs conducted by the Surface 
Transportation Security Inspectors, monitors employee training information and ef-
forts, which differ for passenger rail workers and freight rail workers. 
Passenger Rail/Mass Transit 

Under the current Transit Security Grant Program (TSGP), employee security 
training, drills and exercises, and public and employee awareness programs are con-
sidered fundamental to a comprehensive security program and are essential factors 
in evaluating eligibility and in awarding grants. The TSGP guidance emphasizes the 
implementation of effective and targeted training designed for front-line transit staff 
and public awareness. Additionally, TSA and the Federal Transit Administration’s 
(FTA) Rail Fixed Guideway Systems: State Safety Oversight Rule, title 49, Code of 
Federal Regulations (49 CFR), section 659.19 (k)(7), requires that system safety 
plans include the process used by the rail transit agencies to develop an approved, 
coordinated schedule for employee emergency training activities. 

With regard to passenger rail, the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) regula-
tion on passenger train emergency preparedness,I CFR Part 239.101 applicable to 
certain commuter or other short-haul passenger train services and intercity pas-
senger train services, requires employee training as a component of the emergency 
preparedness plan. The regulation states that the plan shall address individual em-
ployee responsibilities and provide for initial training, as well as periodic training 
at least once every two calendar years thereafter, on the applicable plan provisions. 
At a minimum, the initial and periodic training shall include: 

(A) Rail equipment familiarization; 
(B) Situational awareness; 
(C) Passenger evacuation; 
(D) Coordination of functions; and 
(E) Hands-on instruction for location, function, and operation of on-board emer-
gency equipment. 

The requirement also applies to control center personnel and requires that they 
be provided with initial training, as well as periodic training at least once every two 
calendar years thereafter, on appropriate courses of action for each potential emer-
gency situation. At a minimum, the initial and periodic training shall include: 

(A) Dispatch territory familiarization and 
(B) Protocols governing internal communications between appropriate control 
center personnel when an imminent potential emergency situation exists. 

Freight Rail 
Security training is already required for many workers in freight rail transpor-

tation and, as a matter of good business practice, has been extended to many oper-
ational employees by the railroad companies. 

DOT’s Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Administration currently requires secu-
rity training of all hazardous materials (hazmat) employees in freight rail transpor-
tation (49 CFR 172.704). Title 49 CFR 171.8 defines a hazmat employee as a person 
who in the course of their employment directly affects transportation safety. The 
term hazmat employee specifically covers persons who ‘‘load, unload, or handle haz-
ardous materials,’’ ‘‘[prepare] hazardous materials for transportation,’’ ‘‘are respon-
sible for the safety of transporting hazardous materials,’’ or ‘‘[operate] a vehicle used 
to transport hazardous materials.’’ 

Employers must provide hazmat employee training, which includes the following: 
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• General awareness/familiarization training; 
• Function-specific training; 
• Security awareness training, which must include a component covering how to 

recognize and respond to possible security threats; 
• In-depth security training, which must include information concerning the com-

pany security plan and its implementation, company security objectives, specific se-
curity procedures, employee responsibilities, actions to take in the event of a secu-
rity breach, and the organizational security structure; and 

• Recurrent training every three years. 
Question 10: Mr. Secretary I am troubled by recent problems with the Coast 

Guard’s Deepwater Program. The DHS Office of the Inspector General just released 
a report highlighting structural deficiencies with the National Security Cutters. 
Last year, the Coast Guard had a drydock the entire class of 123-foot cutters be-
cause of these problems. 

How much is it going to cost the American taxpayer to fix these struc-
tural deficiencies? 

Answer: National Security Cutter (NSC) 
Technical work characterized by the ability of the structural design to meet Coast 

Guard requirements has been completed. Design modifications to increase overall 
cutter fatigue tolerance will be completed this March and the Coast Guard NSC pro-
gram office will begin detailed discussions with ICGS on potential design solutions 
at that time. Costs will not be fully developed until the design changes are decided. 

To mitigate risk, the PEO, in concert with the Deepwater Program’s Technical Au-
thority (Assistant Commandant for Engineering & Logistics) and working with 
ICGS, is developing a full technical solution that will be incorporated into produc-
tion of hulls three through eight. With regard to hulls one and two, the USCG in-
tends to implement similar enhancements during normal post-delivery availabilities 
that will be well before any projected fatigue service-life limitations are reached. 
123’ Patrol Boats (WPB) 

Due to ongoing engineering and structural degradations of the 123’ WPB Fleet, 
operations of the eight cutters was suspended on November 30, 2006. In order to 
safely operate in seas less than 5 feet deep would require such operational restric-
tions that the 123’ WPBs would no longer be operationally effective. 

To date, industry has incurred approximately $200K in structural upgrade costs 
and the Coast Guard has expended about $1.7M in AC&I funds in analysis and re-
pair. With suspense of 123’ WPB operations, the Coast Guard Technical Authority 
has engaged well-known engineering experts to review the types of problems the 
Coast Guard and ICGS have experienced with the 123’ WPB in order to provide an 
independent assessment of the status and future viability of the 123’ WPB. The 
Coast Guard Technical Authority reviewed information from the independent as-
sessment regarding the future of the 123’ WPB. The Coast Guard has announced 
its decision to competitively bid the project with a potential large savings to the tax 
payer. 
Question 11: Mr. Secretary, the adequacy of data privacy protection for the Depart-
ment’s programs involving the collection of passenger information, such as TSA’s Se-
cure Flight Program and CBP’s Automated Targeting System, continues to be a 
major concern for Members of Congress and the public at large. 

What progress has the Department made in assuring Americans that per-
sonal information they must submit to make a plane reservation or board 
a flight will be adequately protected and used exclusively for screening 
purposes? 

Answer: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) has developed a com-
prehensive privacy program to ensure compliance with the Fair Information Prac-
tices codified in the Privacy Act of 1974, the E-Government Act of 2002, Department 
of Homeland Security (DHS) and TSA privacy policies, and Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) privacy guidance. Extensive privacy requirements are being in-
cluded in the program requirements to ensure that privacy issues and risks are 
identified at each phase of the program and that privacy principles are implemented 
throughout Secure Flight systems and operations. The privacy program integrates 
administrative, technical and physical security safeguards to ensure that limitations 
are placed on the collection of personal information and, once collected, information 
is protected against unauthorized disclosure, use, modification or destruction. Audit 
information will be generated and reviewed for each process or activity that involves 
the use of personal information to ensure that the Fair Information Practices and 
Secure Flight privacy policies are followed. 
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Additionally, as part of the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) process, TSA 
will publish a Privacy Impact Assessment (PIA) and SORN (System of Records No-
tice). The PIA and SORN will describe TSA’s statutory authority to collect data and 
conduct a test of Secure Flight and will explain in detail the handling and flow of 
personal information and the protocols and privacy protections built into Secure 
Flight to protect passengers. 

Question 12: Mr. Secretary, many believe that a critical security gap remains in 
air travel. the request for an increase of nearly $40 million in the Secure Flight Pro-
gram for further Program development is curious following the GAO finding of mul-
tiple problems in the TSA life cycle approach. 

When do you realistically believe that TSA will assume passenger pre- 
screening duties, coordinating with key stakeholders critical to Program 
operations, while at the same time minimizing adverse impacts on pas-
senger privacy and other rights? 

Answer: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) has developed a com-
prehensive privacy program to ensure compliance with the Fair Information Prac-
tices codified in the Privacy Act of 1974, the E-Government Act of 2002, Department 
of Homeland Security (DHS) and TSA privacy policies, and Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) privacy guidance. Extensive privacy requirements are being in-
cluded in the program requirements to ensure that privacy issues and risks are 
identified at each phase of the program and that privacy principles are implemented 
throughout Secure Flight systems and operations. The privacy program integrates 
administrative, technical, and physical security safeguards to ensure that limita-
tions are placed on the collection of personal information. Once collected, that infor-
mation will be protected against unauthorized disclosure, use, modification, or de-
struction. Audit information will be generated and reviewed for each process or ac-
tivity that involves the use of personal information to ensure that the Fair Informa-
tion Practices and Secure Flight privacy policies are followed. 

Additionally, along with a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, TSA will publish a Pri-
vacy Impact Assessment (PIA) and SORN (System of Records Notice). The PIA and 
SORN will describe TSA’s statutory authority to collect data and will explain in de-
tail the handling and flow of personal information and the protocols and privacy 
protections that are built into Secure Flight to protect passengers. 

The Secure Flight program office plans to begin parallel operations with the first 
groups of domestic aircraft operators in the first quarter of fiscal year FY 2009, and 
plans to take over full responsibility for watch list matching in FY 2010. Secure 
Flight is one of the Department’s top priorities, and TSA is continually investigating 
ways to accelerate the program schedule to allow for an expedited implementation 
of the system, as appropriate, and within established lifecycle cost estimates. 

Question 13: Mr. Secretary, the President’s FY 2008 budget has an unrealistic 
estimate of $35.1 million in fees to be collected from the Registered traveler (RT) 
Program, currently operating out of only five airports. Although other airports have 
shown an interest, the fee estimation is considerably higher than warranted by an-
ticipated participation. Yet again, the Administration is relying on glossy proposals 
and questionable forecasts to generate the false prospect of enhanced a aviation se-
curity. 

Can you explain why you believe that over 1 million people will join this 
program even though it is only in five airports and the only real advantage 
is that Members will get to cut the line? 

Answer: The Registered Traveler (RT) population projections were based upon 
conservative estimates including frequent-flyer program participants, business trav-
elers, as well as the number and category of participating airports. An estimated 
RT population of over one million is based upon a national program including more 
than 150 participating airports by FY 2012. Since being launched in November 
2006, five sponsoring entities (airports/air carriers) have begun operating an RT pro-
gram. TSA is currently working with an additional seven airports that anticipate 
launching the RT interoperable pilot program by the end of this calendar year. 

In this public-private partnership, the individual, airport-specific service providers 
are responsible for the development and marketing of their RT programs. Possible 
program partnerships with local businesses and parking and airport vendors are ex-
pected to enhance the attractiveness of the RT program. Participating airports/air 
carriers also plan on offering amenities currently available only to elite frequent 
flyer club members, such as restricted lounge areas. 

The fiscal year 2008 fee estimate of $35.1 million for the Registered Traveler pro-
gram presumed that 234,000 applicants would remit $150 to TSA. Since the time 
the budget estimate was developed, the structure of the program and the remittance 
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amount has changed. TSA will receive $28 of the applicant fee to cover TSA’s costs 
for program oversight and operations. 

Question 14: Mr. Secretary, your Deputy, Michael Jackson, has informed the 
Committee that the Department intends to move the US-VISIT office into the new 
National Protection and Programs Directorate. All of the other offices in this new 
directorate deal primarily with donmestic security programs, not border security 
programs, and many Members on this committee are concerned that this move will 
further separate US-VISIT from the operational border security programs it is de-
signed to support. 

Can you tell us how you plan to insure that US-VISIT will be integrated 
and coordinated with the various border security initiatives DHS is respon-
sible for implementing? 

Answer: US-VISIT provides not only biometric identity services at the border, but 
also services for interior enforcement (U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement), 
for immigration benefits (Citizenship and Immigration Services), during the visa ap-
plication process beyond our borders (State Department), and to the FBI for law en-
forcement purposes. 

The Department has recognized US-VISIT’s far reaching mission by re-aligning 
the program into the National Protection and Programs (NPPD) Directorate, effec-
tive March 31, 2007. 

US-VISIT is being placed in the NPPD to support coordination for the program’s 
protection mission and to strengthen DHS management oversight. The placement 
of US-VISIT into this new directorate recognizes that US-VISIT has evolved from 
a border control program created to address specific congressional mandates to an 
organization that is now an asset for the entire Department, providing identity serv-
ices for almost all the operational Components of DHS. 

Currently, CBP is a member of an integrated project team that helps govern US- 
VISIT. Coordination between CBP and US-VISIT has existed since the program’s 
creation in 2003. Additionally, CBP has on-site staff assigned to US-VISIT to assist 
with day-to-day activities. This arrangement will continue under the new NPPD. 
US-VISIT also works closely with ICE to identify potential visa overstays through 
its Data Integrity Group. 

Question 15: Mr. Secretary, the REAL ID Act of 2005 requires the states to issue 
secure identification documents by May 11, 2008, either driver’s licenses or an iden-
tification cards, that must be used for federal purposes such as boarding an air-
plane, entering a federal building or applying for federal benefits. The REAL ID Act 
set forth minimum standards for these secure identification documents, but man-
dated that the Department issue regulations informing the states of the specific re-
quirements for these cards. Nearly two years have passed since REAL ID was en-
acted, yet to date the Department has not even issued a notice of proposed rule- 
making. 

Can you tell me when we might expect to see those proposed rules, and 
how you intend to facilitate the states’ ability to meet the May 11, 2008 
deadline? What is DHS doing to minimize the cost to the states of com-
plying with the REAL ID Act? 

Answer: DHS publicly released the NPRM on March 1, 2007, and it was pub-
lished in the Federal Register on March 9, 2007, commencing the 60-day comment 
period. The NPRM describes how States can meet the May 11, 2008 effective date 
of the Act, as well as what steps States can take to seek an extension of the compli-
ance date from the Secretary. 

DHS sought to minimize costs to the States when implementing the language of 
the Real ID Act. For example, to establish a common-machine readable technology, 
required by section 202(b)(9), DHS proposed that States employ the 2D PDF–417 
bar code standard already in use by 45 States rather than employ a different tech-
nology. Similarly, DHS did not specify which issuance process a State could use 
(central, over-the-counter, or hybrid) in order to permit States as much flexibility 
as possible in complying with the proposed regulations. 

Question 16: In his recent State of the Union address, President Bush reiterated 
his commitment to doubling the size of the Border Patrol, and the administration 
has requested funding for an additional 3,000 agents in FY 2008. However, it ap-
pears that the Border Patrol is not actually recruiting and retaining a sufficient 
number of agents to fulfill this promise. 

Can you explain to us why this is the case, and share with the committee 
what DHS is doing to improve recruitment and retention at levels that will 
permit the Administration to keep its commitment? 
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Answer: CBP recognizes the need to balance recruiting and filling the training 
slots at the Academy in Artesia. At this point, we are recruiting and hiring qualified 
applicants at a pace that maintains the Academy classrooms at their capacity. As 
the Academy increases the availability of training slots, we will fill them to keep 
on track. Additionally, CBP is now recruiting at the GS–9 entry level and is on pace 
to meet our target goals. 

Attrition and the 30:1 applicant-to-hiring ratio are two proven reasons for the 
slower pace in filling these positions. However, CBP continues to aggressively pur-
sue qualified candidates across the country to fill Border Patrol Agent positions. We 
have set up 18 compressed testing sites, up from the previous 6 and are conducting 
compressed recruiting events simultaneously to increase the number of applicants. 
In Tucson, CBP recently tested 104 applicants in one day and screened another 118 
walk-in applicants. Last month in San Antonio, another 190 applicants were tested 
in one day and an additional 200 walk-in applicants were screened. The agency re-
cruiting team continues to conduct similar recruiting events across the country 
where we have compressed testing scheduled. Contingent upon the availability of 
appropriations for such purpose, CBP is also exploring scholarships for two-year col-
lege students who want to pursue a career as a Border Patrol Agent. Additionally, 
the Border Patrol is benefiting from Operation Jump Start as it has exposed Na-
tional Guard personnel from around the country to the work the Border Patrol per-
forms, and many among the National Guard have expressed interest in joining CBP. 

Regarding retention, CBP is evaluating proposals, again contingent upon funding, 
to offer retention bonuses to new BPAs as a means of reducing attrition. Normally, 
the Border Patrol experiences a low attrition rate after completion of the agent’s 
first two years. Retention efforts would target new agents who are adjusting to a 
new career and often times a new environment for both living and working as well. 
Despite these limitations, CBP has maintained sufficient candidates in the pipeline 
to keep pace with the Academy class requirements and we expect to continue on 
that pace throughout the fiscal year. 

Question 17: Mr. Secretary, in FY 2006, Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
removed 185,3431 illegal aliens from the U.S., a 10% increase from FY 2005. The 
Department’s budget requests $31 million for an additional 600 detention bed 
spaces and requests funding for an additional 3,000 agents. 

Mr. Secretary have you considered that an increase in border patrol 
agents will increase apprehensions, which will also increase the need for 
bed space? 

Is this enough to completely end catch and release? 
Answer: 
By adding the 600 beds, plus an additional 350 beds specifically associated with 

the 287(g) program, DHS will have a total bed count of 28,450 for FY 2008. Given 
the significantly increased deterrence effect seen with the implementation of Oper-
ation Jump Start, increased Border Patrol deployment, ICE interior enforcement 
and the new practice of catch and return, the Department believes that the total 
bed level is sufficient to maintain the end of ‘‘catch and release’’ at the border. 

DRO continues to work with all apprehending entities and ICE field offices to en-
sure that detention bed space is properly managed. DRO utilizes the Detention Op-
erations Coordination Center (DOCC) to promote optimum utilization of detention 
capacity by monitoring detained dockets across the country and shifting detainees 
from field offices with limited detention space to those with available detention 
space. For FY 2007, ICE is funded for 27,500 detention beds. As of February 19, 
2007, the total ICE-funded population was 27,245. DRO continues to add detention 
capacity and to manage the detained population. 

Question 18: The funding requested for immigration and Customs Enforcement 
may be insufficient to meet the anticipated demand for its services. The proposed 
Basic Pilot Program, however, may be excessively expensive, as GAO has estimated 
that a nationwide employment verification system would cost at least $11.7 billion 
annually. 

Can you respond to these concerns? 
Answer: The Employment Eligibility Verification (EEV) program, formerly known 

as Basic Pilot, is actually a current program administered and funded by the U.S. 
Citizenship and Immigration Service (USCIS). The Basic Pilot provides free infor-
mation to participating employers about the work eligibility of their newly hired 
workers. In planning for the expansion of the program, the President’s FY 2007 
budget request approved by Congress appropriated $110 million to begin expanding 
and improving the Basic Pilot, including conducting outreach, instituting systems 
monitoring, and compliance functions. EEV is a voluntary program providing em-
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ployers an electronic system to verify employment eligibility of all newly hired em-
ployees. EEV now has over 14,000 employers participating in the program. USCIS 
is continuing to strengthen the capacities of EEV including adding technology that 
for the first time allows participating employers to use a paperless online filing sys-
tem. The President’s FY 08 budget requests a total of $30 million in discretionary 
funding to continue expanding the EEV Program. 

When the GAO was first calculating the overall costs of the Basic Pilot, they were 
citing an older report that was written prior to the Basic Pilot becoming web-based 
and it factored in all the costs, not only to the government, but the ‘‘costs to the 
public’’ as well. USCIS’ budget estimates look at actual expenditures for the cost of 
running the Basic Pilot. The GAO number is looking at costs such as lost wages 
and opportunity costs for employers. The employer costs are the opportunity costs 
(cost of time) for learning how to use the EEV system and running queries on the 
system for all new hires. 

Employee costs during the initial verification phase are minimal. In cases where 
an employee’s Social Security Number (SSN) or immigration information does not 
immediately match a database at the Social Security Administration (SSA) or the 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS), the EEV system issues a ‘‘tentative non- 
confirmation.’’ When a tentative non-confirmation is issued, employers must take 
the time to inform the employee of the tentative non-confirmation and allow the em-
ployee to continue working while they resolve the issue with either SSA or DHS. 
For tentative non-confirmations with SSA, an employee must take time off from 
work and travel to a local SSA office. For DHS tentative non-confirmations, employ-
ees are able to contact DHS by telephone to resolve the tentative non-confirmation. 
In cases where the non-confirmations are resolved, an employer must spend time 
running a second query to verify that the records have been updated. In cases where 
it is determined that the employee is not work authorized, then the cost to the em-
ployer are investments in recruiting and training for an employee that they have 
to terminate. 

Question 19: The Administration’s budget includes no funding for the Southwest 
Border Prosecutors Initiative. This program provides funding for local prosecutor of-
fices in the four States along the Southwest Border—California, Texas, Arizona and 
New Mexico—for the costs of processing, detaining, and prosecuting drug and other 
cases referred from federal arrests or federal investigations. 

What is the likely effect of this action if Congress adopts it? 
Answer: The Southwest Border Prosecutors Initiative is fully funded by the 

United States Department of Justice. As such, inquiries related to this program’s 
funding should be directed to the Department of Justice. 

Question 20: Mr. Chertoff it is my understanding that FEMA is currently in the 
process of trying to recoup over $300 million in assistance improperly provided to 
over 70,000 Louisiana households in the wake of Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. Ad-
ditionally, an Associated Press analysis has revealed that at least 162,750 fictitious 
homes—that did not exist before the storms—may have received a total of more 
than $1 billion in improper or illegal payments. 

Why was the system that FEMA had in place unable to verify the identi-
ties and homes for those who applied for assistance? What processes are 
you putting in place to prevent this level of fraud in the next large dis-
aster? 

How far along is the Department in recouping these funds, and what ac-
tion is the Department taking against the individuals who stole the funds? 

Answer: At the time of Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, FEMA’s traditional system 
for verifying the identity of disaster assistance applicants was dependent on an on- 
site, in-person verification of applicants and their respective residencies. Given the 
massive and unprecedented displacement of residents and the inability to enter 
many areas due to the degree of devastation, FEMA’s principal assistance 
verification method was not feasible. FEMA officials agree that more stringent con-
trols on the front end are always preferable; however, the sheer magnitude of the 
event dictated that the agency proceed in the manner it did because there simply 
was not time to develop and test any additional front end controls. 

In the face of tremendous need and suffering, and absent any efficient way to 
thoroughly vet every request for Federal aid, FEMA erred on the side of compassion 
and gave applicants the benefit of the doubt when processing their claims. While 
most applicants were honest, many were not, resulting in significant fraud against 
the U.S. taxpayer. 

FEMA has taken steps to implement new controls to improve its ability to serve 
disaster victims during a large-scale event while also limiting fraud and abuse. Most 
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notably, FEMA has implemented an automated identity and occupancy verification 
system to confirm the identity and residency of applicants who register with FEMA 
for assistance. Fraud prevention controls that have been implemented include: 

• Deployment in October 2005 of a new Internet application that disallows any 
duplicate registrations; 
• Identity proofing to detect potentially fraudulent applications taken through 
call centers in August 2005 through February 2006. This work is performed by 
FEMA’s data contractor. Potentially fraudulent applications are then routed to 
DHS–OIG and/or FEMA for recoupment processing as appropriate. 
• Added identity proofing to the call center registration application beginning 
in February 2006, so that all Individual and Household Program (IHP) registra-
tions are subject to the same stringent criteria, including verification of social 
security numbers and occupancy requirements; 
• Amended automated scripts to ensure no scripted payments are sent to appli-
cants who fail identity proofing; 
• Data-marking any applications in FEMA’s database that fail identity proofing 
so they are flagged for manual review and denied automated payment; 
• Real-time interaction between the FEMA service representative and the ap-
plicant during registration to ensure that the data entered that caused a failed 
identity check is correct before accepting the application; 
• Adding verification of occupancy and ownership to the registration process for 
every disaster victim starting in June 2006. This allows FEMA to ensure that 
an applicant lives at the address that they claimed before automating any pay-
ments to that address; 
• Working with FEMA’s data contractor to flag any addresses that are not resi-
dential addresses to prevent automated payments without an on-site inspection 
verification of address and residency; and 
• Flagging at-risk social security numbers to identify potential fraud. 

Recoupment efforts are ongoing. To date, FEMA has instituted recoupment on 
98,731 applicants for Hurricane Katrina and Rita for a total of $405 million. As they 
are identified, FEMA refers potential fraudulent activity to OIG. Additionally, we 
are working with the IRS to enable FEMA to recoup improper assistance payments 
by garnishing future Federal tax refunds. 

Question 21: A letter from DHS’ Inspector General to Chairman Thompson dated 
January 12, 2007 indicated that problems exist with the automated payment system 
FEMA uses to make payments to small businesses. This letter further mentions 
that the automated payment system included out-dated technology. 

What steps are being taken to fix this problem? 
What steps are being taken to insure that technology is being improved? 
Answer: The issue is not that FEMA has difficulty making payments to small 

or any businesses. To provide disaster assistance, FEMA may award a contract to 
a bona fide contractor. While the contractor may choose to use sub-contractors, pay-
ment to the sub-contractors is the contractor’s responsibility, not FEMA’s responsi-
bility. 

We have awarded a contract to Grant Thornton, who is performing a financial 
systems requirements analysis to determine the best solution for replacing the cur-
rent aged financial system. The deadline for submitting the independent analysis 
to the FEMA CFO is no later than April 30, 2007 and will provide recommended 
actions for FEMA management to consider and/or implement. As part of the anal-
ysis, the independent contractor will evaluate the DHS designated Centers of Excel-
lence (COE) which are Coast Guard, FLETC, Secret Service or CBP, to determine 
if one of the COEs can provide a financial system platform, or if FEMA should have 
an independent system to support the unique and surge requirements needed to 
meet disaster response and recovery needs. 

Question 22: A report on FEMA controls for funding administrative costs under 
state management grants was done by the DHS Inspector General on January 9, 
2007. It pointed out that FEMA approved state management grants without a com-
prehensive grant plan or written internal procedures for assessing the need for 
grant assistance. 

What steps is FEMA taking to insure that procedures are properly 
formed when managing these administrative cost grant proposals? 

Answer: The Office of Inspector General Audit Report OIG–07–21, Review of 
FEMA Internal Controls for Funding Administrative Costs under State Management 
Grants Audit, was specific to the Public Assistance (PA) Program. Per 44 CFR 
206.207, Administrative and Audit requirements, the PA program requires that a 
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PA State Administrative Plan (PA SAP) must be in place and approved by FEMA 
prior to grant funding approval for disaster assistance. 

The report recommended that FEMA develop additional procedures to review 
State management administrative cost proposals to ensure that funding is approved 
only to meet essential and reasonable grant management needs. FEMA concurred 
with the Inspector General’s recommendation. 

Currently, FEMA’s Regional PA Program staff determines if the State’s submitted 
management costs are consistent with the functions outlined in the PA SAP. After 
review, the staff forwards the reimbursement request with a recommendation to the 
Disaster Finance Center (DFC) who is then responsible for the final review and ap-
proval of individual cost item eligibility per OMB Circular A–87, Cost Principles for 
State, Local, and Indian Tribal Governments. In addition to this process, FEMA has 
taken the following steps to improve the quality of the PA SAPs: 

• Revising the PA SAP template to clearly define the basic legal and procedural 
responsibilities of the grantee in administering the PA program; 
• Developing a detailed checklist for FEMA Regional offices to review PA State 
Administrative Plans. 
• Issuing FEMA Recovery Policy RP 9525.14, Public Assistance Grantee Admin-
istrative Costs, issued November 7, 2006. The policy specifies the allowable uses 
of the Statutory Administrative Allowance and State Management Administra-
tive Costs and requires States to document and report the use of the Statutory 
Administrative Allowance; and 
• Updating Recovery Policy RP 9525.11, Payment of Contractors for Grant 
Management Tasks, which specifically addresses PA reimbursement for contrac-
tors performing grants management functions on behalf of grantees and sub-
grantees. 

Question 23: Secretary Chertoff, as you know, last October President Bush 
signed into law the Post Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act to strengthen 
and reform FEMA. Unfortunately, we have already begun to see the Department 
miss deadlines and reporting requirements mandated in the bill. These include: 
quarterly FEMA vacancy reports; creation of a National Advisory Council; develop-
ment of guidelines to accommodate individuals with disabilities; and implementa-
tion of a public assistance pilot program. 

Mr. Secretary, can you explain all these missed deadlines and can you in-
sure the Committee that the Department is implementing the reforms Con-
gress mandated? 

Answer: The Department of Homeland Security is committed to implementing 
the activities required by the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act of 
2006, in a thoughtful and effective manner. The Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) is moving forward to determine how best to carry out the provisions 
of the 2007 Appropriations Act. Following is an update on the status of each of the 
specific legislative provisions referenced in your question. 

Quarterly Vacancy Report: 
• The original due date of January 4, 2007 appears based on 90 days after the 
date of enactment of the legislation. It was not possible to pull together data 
that cover the period through the end of the first quarter, December 31st, and 
submit it to Congress on January 4th. 
• A new reporting system is being developed and the permanent full time (PFT) 
data population is currently being uploaded. The initial report will be forwarded 
in early April, 2007. 
• DHS expects to have quarterly vacancy reports to Congress by the end of the 
month following the end of each quarter. This will allow the Department to 
properly assemble, analyze, and interpret the data for each quarter in a way 
that addresses the specific issues identified by Congress. 
• We look forward to continuing to work with Congress to ensure the Depart-
ment has the workforce necessary to fulfill its responsibilities. 

National Advisory Council Creation: 
• Secretary Chertoff announced the creation of the National Advisory Council 
which was formally established by a Federal Register notice on February 7, 
2007. 
• The Council is being established to advise the Administrator of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) on all aspects of emergency manage-
ment in an effort to ensure close coordination with all involved. 
• FEMA set a March 9, 2007, deadline for applications to serve on the Council; 
over 600 resumes were submitted for 27 available positions. 
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• The resumes are currently being reviewed and the selection of Council mem-
bers will be completed by the FEMA Administrator by March 31, 2007. 
• The Council members will represent both geographic diversity as well as a 
significant cross section of officials from emergency management and law en-
forcement backgrounds, and include homeland security directors, adjutants gen-
eral, emergency response providers from State, local, and tribal governments, 
the private sector, and nongovernmental organizations. 

Individuals with Disabilities Guidelines: 
• In collaboration with the Interagency Coordinating Council on Emergency 
Preparedness for Individuals with Disabilities, a compendium of laws, regula-
tions, and guidance is being produced. The compendium will address laws appli-
cable to all levels of government in the provision of and access to benefits and 
services for persons with disabilities. The working group developing the com-
pendium met on February 1, 2007, to comment and revise the most recent 
version of this job aid for final review, coordination and comment prior to publi-
cation. The Office of Equal Rights, FEMA and the Office of Civil Rights and 
Civil Liberties, as well as DHS have completed their adjustments to the guide-
lines. Efforts to meet with other members of the Interagency Coordinating 
Council on Preparedness and Individuals with Disabilities to get their final 
comments have challenging. It appears now that the earliest the other members 
can meet collectively is April 5, 2007. Work on the guidelines will move as expe-
ditiously as possible following that meeting. 
• The final product will be used as a source document to develop in-depth and 
topic-specific guidance which crosscuts the Agency’s programs in the provision 
of assistance to disabled disaster survivors. 
• We are assessing the scope of the implementation effort by determining which 
Agency programs are impacted by these guidelines, how the guidelines apply to 
those programs, and what the guidelines require from those specific programs. 

Public Assistance Pilot Program: 
• FEMA has initiated implementation of a public assistance pilot program to 
reduce the costs of providing various types of disaster assistance and to increase 
the flexibility to expedite delivery of such assistance. 
• This effort started by establishing a public assistance pilot program work 
group including members from representative States, FEMA headquarters and 
regions, and the FCO cadre. 
• The initial public assistance workgroup conference call took place on January 
16, 2007, and generated great enthusiasm for creative solutions within the 
group. A second call took place on January 30, and a work group meeting took 
place on February 21—23 to determine new procedures, start developing the PA 
pilot implementation strategy, and design methods to evaluate the success of 
the pilot program. A local representative from the International Association of 
Emergency Managers will attend the next meeting, scheduled for March 27— 
28, 2007. During this time, the Pilot Team will finalize the program description, 
identify training requirements and fine tune the PA Pilot Program guidance. 
• This initial work group is focused on improvements in the key areas of debris 
removal, improved cost estimating, and more effective communications/outreach 
to States and local governments. 
• Full roll out of the PA Pilot Program is planned for June 1, 2007. 

Question 24: Mr. Secretary, Congress created the Assistance to Firefighters 
Grant Program because is recognized the critical role America’s fire service plays 
in protecting our communities, and that basic training and equipment form the 
foundation of a robust homeland security strategy. Since the creation of the pro-
gram, thousands of fire departments all over the nation have increased their level 
of readiness to potential threats. Annually, the Department receives in excess over 
$2 billion in applications for the Assistance to Firefighters Grant, yet the Adminis-
tration’s FY 2008 budget proposal only funds the program at $300 million and elimi-
nates the SAFER hiring program. 

How can you justify these draconian cuts to critical all-hazards programs 
needed by our nation’s fire services? 

Answer: The Administration provides billions of dollars in annual support to 
train, exercise, and equip State and local public-safety personnel, including fire-
fighters, so that they are adequately prepared to respond to a terrorist attack or 
other major incident. Federal support has been directed to better focus scarce re-
sources on enhancing target capabilities, and to avoid supplanting basic public-safe-
ty investments at the State and local level. A federally funded hiring program for 
firefighters risks replacing State and local funding for general-purpose public-safety 
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staffing with Federal resources, and, therefore, does not forward the Federal goal 
of enhancing local preparedness capabilities. 

For fiscal year 2008, grantees will again be invited to submit an application for 
assistance in the following two program areas most critical to enhancing the all-haz-
ards response capabilities of the fire and emergency medical services: 

• The Operations and Safety Area, which includes training, equipment, and 
personal protective equipment 
• The Vehicles Acquisition Area, which includes pumpers, brush trucks, tank-
ers/tenders, rescue vehicles, ambulances, quints, aerials, foam units, and fire-
boats 

The amount requested for the Assistance for Firefighters Grant program (AFG) 
will allow the Department to continue to award thousands of grants to local fire de-
partments. Since its establishment, the AFG has provided more than $3 billion in 
grants to local fire departments. The Administration believes that within this con-
text, and within the framework of awards that $300M would provide, that the re-
quested amount for the AFG is sufficient. 

Assistance for Firefighter Program 

($$$ in millions) FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 

Request ............................... $500.00 $500.00 $293.45 $300.00 
Enacted* ............................. $715.00 $655.00 $662.00 ––––––– 

Note: AFG Enacted levels include the SAFER Program and Fire Prevention and 
Saftey 

Question 25: Mr. Secretary, I have concerns about the Department’s 
prioritization of cybersecurity research and development within the Science and 
Technology Directorate. The cybersecurity program handles key research on Domain 
Name System security, routing infrastructure protocols, and large scale datasets. 
These areas are valuable to the security of our national infrastructure. Last year, 
the President’s budget contained a $6 million increase for cybersecurity research 
and development at the Department. This year, after Under Secretary Cohen’s reor-
ganization of the Directorate, cybersecurity falls into a larger program area called 
‘‘Command Control and Interoperability.’’ Though that budget is $63 million, it is 
impossible to tell exactly how much money will go towards cybersecurity research 
and development. In fact, I’ve heard that this budget will actually receive a cut in 
funding from last year. That would seem to contradict every Presidential Advisory 
Report that has been issued in the last 2 years on the subject of cybersecurity re-
search and development—including the President’s Information Technology Advi-
sory Council report from February 2005 and the Interagency Working Group on 
Cyber Security and Information Assurance report in April 2006—which have all 
called for a greater investment in cybersecurity research and development within 
the Federal Government. 

Why is cybersecurity research and development such a low priority for 
the President? 

Why doesn’t your budget reflect the need for increased Federal invest-
ment in this area? 

Answer: Cybersecurity research and development (R&D) has been and will con-
tinue to be a priority in the President’s budget, the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity and in the newly formed Command, Control and Interoperability Division with-
in the S&T Directorate. The FY 2008 cybersecurity R&D request is $14.88 million, 
a 32-percent increase from FY 2007 levels. Based on the capability gaps that have 
been generated by the Department and other Federal agencies, the S&T Directorate, 
in coordination with the DHS Assistant Secretary for Cyber Security and Commu-
nications, has developed a focused budget that addresses the Nation’s critical cyber-
security needs where the government can have the greatest impact. 

Question 26: Mr. Secretary, this is the second consecutive year that the S&T Di-
rectorate suffers cuts in its budget. Last fiscal year, the 109th Congress significantly 
curtailed the S&T budget due to concerns about a lack of transparent strategic plan-
ning, inadequate detail in the budget justifications, systemic deficiencies in financial 
and accounting controls, poor response to the needs of the Department’s customers 
and end-users, and failures to more rapidly develop and adopt technologies for 
homeland security purposes. Since then, the S&T Directorate underwent an organi-
zational change, beginning with the appointment of Admiral Jay Cohen to lead the 
organization. Some of us on the Committee are encouraged by Under Secretary 
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Cohen’s willingness to address these issues. But I am still concerned that funding 
for research, development, testing and evaluation within the Department of Home-
land Security—particularly within critically important research and development 
programs—is falling as the overall budget is rising. 

Are you concerned that the budget for homeland security research and 
development, testing and evaluation is being cut because of the mis-
management that existed prior to Under Secretary Cohen’s arrival? Are 
you confident that the Department’s RDT&E budget will continue to grow 
in the upcoming years? 

Answer: I continue to view the S&T Directorate as a priority and vital to the De-
partment of Homeland Security. The FY 2008 reductions are a reflection of the tran-
sition or transfer of mature technologies to other DHS Components, the completion 
of programs, reduction of funding needs for construction and laboratory operations, 
and better alignment of some programs and leveraging of others. 

Specifically, in FY 2008, the S&T Directorate will transfer the operational por-
tions of BioWatch, Biological Warning and Incident Characterization, and the Rap-
idly Deployable Chemical Detection System to the Office of Health Affairs (OHA) 
and SAFECOM operations to the National Protection and Programs Directorate 
(NPPD). These transfers account for approximately $90 million of the approximate 
$180 million reduction from FY 2007 to FY 2008. The reduction is also due to the 
completion of programs, reduced funding needs for construction and laboratory oper-
ations, and better alignment of some programs and leveraging of others. 

The Department will continue to balance research and development needs and 
funding resources so that the S&T Directorate’s budget reflects the priorities of the 
Department. The development of new technologies and measuring the potential im-
pact they have on our operations and acquisitions are more critical now than ever 
as budget reductions across the government require us to operate more efficiently 
and accomplish more with fewer resources. 

Question 27: Mr. Secretary, the President’s FY 08 Budget request for the Domes-
tic Nuclear Detection Office (DNDO) is $561.9 million. That’s $26.1 million more 
than your FY07 request of $535.8 million and $80.9 million more than the FY 2007 
enacted amount of $481 million. While we support the mission of DNDO, we have 
heard some troubling news lately. Last October GAO sent a letter titled Combating 
Nuclear Smuggling: DHS’s Cost-Benefit Analysis to Support the Purchase of New 
Radiation Detection Portal Monitors Was Not Based on Available Performance Data 
and Did Not Fully Evaluate All the Monitors’ Costs and Benefits to the chairmen 
of both the House and Senate appropriations committees. Have you read that re-
port and have you gone through DNDO’s cost-benefit analysis? There are 
some real anomalies such as assuming the false negative rates of the Advanced 
Spectroscopic Portals (ASP) to be 5 percent when none of the ASP’s performed even 
close to that well when tested at the Nevada Test Site. Most had false negative 
rates near 50 percent, meaning that half the time highly enriched uranium was not 
picked up by the detectors. 

How confident are you that DNDO will wisely spend these funds? We are 
worried that in the rush to deploy these detection systems we might be buying and 
fielding sub-par technology. 

Answer: I am absolutely confident that DNDO will wisely spend these funds. Per 
language included in the FY 2007 Homeland Security Appropriations Bill, full rate 
production of Advanced Spectroscopic Portal (ASP) systems is contingent on my cer-
tification through a report to the Committees on Appropriations that a significant 
increase in operational effectiveness will be achieved. 

While I understand that the false negative rates sited in the GAO letter could be 
worrisome, it is important to realize that the test series from which these data were 
taken was not intended to measure systems performance of fieldable units. Instead, 
this test series was intended to examine initial capability of performance test units 
to aid the Department in making the initial award decision in what may ultimately, 
if successful, be a much larger investment. The Domestic Nuclear Detection Office 
(DNDO) is currently conducting a second round of testing at both the Nevada Test 
Site (utilizing actual threat materials) and at the New York Container Terminal 
(against actual streams of commerce). The intent of the testing is to use the results 
to evaluate the performance of systems that have now benefited from an additional 
year of development. Based on these test results, I am confident that if the decision 
is made to proceed to full rate production, it will be based on a clear set of perform-
ance data and not a rush to deploy detection systems. 

Question 28: The idea of the Securing the Cities Initiative—a radiological and 
nuclear detection architecture for urban areas—was floated last year and then never 
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really spoken of again. Now you are requesting $30 million for the implementation 
in the New York City region. 

What is your implementation schedule and how will the funds be used? 
Answer: Announced in July 2006, the Securing the Cities (STC) initiative is 

aimed at developing regional preventive radiological and nuclear detection programs 
in major metropolitan areas, beginning with the New York City urban area. Since 
that time, the DNDO has been working closely with State and local officials in the 
region, and in particular with the New York Police Department (NYPD). At a high 
level, efforts in FY 2007 will focus on developing regional concepts of operations, 
and developing and deploying in limited numbers systems to begin to evaluate these 
concepts. By FY 2008, based on the results of these initial deployments, the DNDO 
will work with the regional partners to expand capabilities more broadly, utilizing 
the $30 million included in the President’s Budget. 
More specifically, FY 2007 activities include: 

• Assessment of current capabilities; 
• Identification of requirements; 
• Testing of existing systems’ ability to discriminate isotopes in realistic urban 
conditions; 
• Research and development, as needed, of sensor systems capable of isotopic 
discrimination in realistic urban conditions; 
• Development of implementation and acquisition plans; 
• Development of a long range training plan; 
• Conduct of initial training; and 
• Development and execution of a regional deployment strategy. 

In FY 2008, activities include: 
• Acquisition and enhancement of regional equipment; 
• Planning and conduct of routine operations; 
• Fielding of new systems developed in 2007; 
• Development of a long term sustainment plan; and 
• Continuation of a long range training plan; and 
• Contingent upon the successful implementation in the New York City urban 
area, the Department will likely seek additional funding in future years to im-
plement the Securing the Cities framework in other major urban areas. 

Question 29: Last year the combined budget request for chemical and biological 
countermeasures was $420 million. there has been a lot of reorganizing of these pro-
grams, and the operational elements have been moved from the Science and Tech-
nology Directorate to the Office of Health affairs. The S&t budget request for FY08 
is $229 million and $94.3 within the Office of Health Affairs. This seems to only 
add up to $323.3 million, a 23% cut. For example, improving the BioWatch program 
by moving to generation 3 bio detectors would be a significant improvement. 

Why are you de-funding these programs? 
Answer: Funding for Chemical and Biological Countermeasures R&D is of great 

concern and a high priority to the S&T Directorate, the Department, and the Ad-
ministration. As part of the FY 2007 realignment of the S&T Directorate budget to 
match the new S&T Directorate organizational structure, the S&T Directorate re-
aligned funds that were in the Chemical and Biological R&D line that were not 
truly R&D to budget lines that more appropriately reflected the work to be done. 
Of the $410 million, $88.6 million of Chemical and Biological countermeasures funds 
were realigned to the Laboratory Facilities budget, which funds the operations of 
the labs that support the Chemical and Biological programs in the S&T Directorate. 

This funding realignment covers the operations, upgrade site selection, architec-
tural and engineering services, and/or construction costs associated with facilities 
including the Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC), the National Bio and 
Agro Defense Facility (NBAF), the proposed National Biodefense Analysis and 
Countermeasures Center (NBACC), and the Chemical Security Analysis Center 
(CSAC). In addition, the transfer in FY 2008 of $84.1 million to OHA signals the 
successful transition of an operational program. The transfer of the Operations and 
Maintenance (O&M) of Generation 1 and 2 BioWatch and the Rapidly Deployable 
Chemical Detection System further clarifies the funding for true R&D activities 
within the S&T Directorate. The FY 2007 realignment also provided a small amount 
of funding to those activities that support the entire Directorate’s R&D program. 
Two examples are Transition and Testing and Evaluation that require independent 
oversight to ensure testing is conducted appropriately and programs are 
transitioned to our customers and operational end-users when they reach the appro-
priate level of maturity. 
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Of the programmatic mission in the purview of the Chemical and Biological Divi-
sion, funding has been delayed for some important projects as a result of the FY 
2007 Appropriations Act that rescinded $125 million of prior year un-obligated bal-
ances and the realignment of funds to cover other critical core S&T Directorate ac-
tivities. These include: detection capabilities for engineered threats, unknowns, and 
low volatility chemical agents; work on characterizing selected biological threats; 
and the development of prototype detection systems for monitoring food processing 
facilities. 

Question 30: In its budget, the Department states the following: ‘‘In FY 2008, 
University Programs plans to develop a far-reaching and multi-faceted MSI program 
that will incorporate MSIs into the Centers of Excellence and develop homeland se-
curity research and training capabilities as the MSIs.’’ 

By merging the MSI scholarship and fellows program with the primary 
scholarship and fellows program, won’t the Department’s efforts largely go 
unnoticed by the institutions, students, and faculty of MSIs? 

Answer: The S&T Directorate’s Minority Serving Institution (MSI) program is a 
separate program from the Scholars and Fellows program. The Department’s inten-
tion is to better connect these educational programs. In this way, pathways are 
made for students pursuing undergraduate degrees at DHS-affiliated institutions 
(MSIs or Center of Excellence [COE]) to then pursue graduate and advanced de-
grees at other DHS-affiliated institutions and/or a career at DHS, a National Lab-
oratory, or a COE. 

In addition, the Department wants to enhance the role of MSIs within the COEs 
by increasing both the number and extent of institutional partnerships between 
MSIs and the COEs; either through new COEs, for which MSIs could be lead insti-
tutions, or by expanding the university network at existing COEs to include more 
MSIs. 

Question 31: Last year, Congress passed the SAFE Port Act (P.L. 109–347) 
which made specific recommendations to expedite the development of standards to 
seal and secure containers being shipped to the U.S. Can you tell the Committee 
when we can expect to see standards for container security devices? 

Answer: A technical team composed of representatives from Customs and Border 
Protection (CBP) and the Science and Technology Directorate of the Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS), is generating the technical and administrative require-
ments for container security devices (CSD) based upon the operational needs of CBP 
and commerce. The concept of a CSD is to increase container security by using tech-
nology to detect unauthorized door openings and/or removal. To accomplish this, the 
technical team must consider not only the technical requirements that will be used 
to develop a CSD but also the potential impact the use of CSDs may have on trade 
and port operations. 

The tentative goal is to publish the requirements by Summer 2007. 
Question 32: The Container Security Initiative (CSI), which places CBP Officers 

in foreign ports to target high risk containers before they are loaded on ships for 
the U.S., is proposed to receive a $16.8 million increase, most of which ($15 million) 
is marked for the Secure Freight Initiative. How do you expect Secure Freight 
to interact with and impact CSI? 

Answer: The Secure Freight Initiative (SFI) represents the next phase of the 
Container Security Initiative (CSI). SFI is intended to build upon and enhance exist-
ing security programs such as CSI and the Department of Energy’s Megaports Ini-
tiative to improve our ability to assess risks in the global supply chain prior to cargo 
being laden on vessels overseas. Initially, the United States will partner with six 
foreign ports to test the SFI concept, with the intent of expanding the program once 
the concept of operations is tested. An integrated suite of technology will be de-
ployed to the SFI ports, which will provide enhanced scanning imagery and alarm 
data. These data will be transmitted in near real-time to host government customs 
officials, the in-country CSI team, and the U.S. Customs & Border Protection (CBP) 
National Targeting Center (NTC). The assessment of this additional imagery and 
data will greatly increase CBP’s ability to identify, inspect and mitigate high-risk 
cargo, thereby augmenting CBP’s overall risk management system. 

Question 33: In the SAFE Port Act, Congress carefully considered the issue of 
100% maritime container scanning and concluded that the responsible action was 
to require a pilot with very specific evaluation standards. We want to know whether 
or not 100% scanning is feasible, effective, necessary, and disruptive to the global 
supply chain. I am very concerned about proposals to force 100% scanning before 
these pilots have even begun. Can you provide any insight into the impact 
100% scanning language again being considered by Congress would have 
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on DHS’s current plans with Secure Freight and negotiations with foreign 
governments? 

Answer: Phase 1 of the Secure Freight Initiative was announced on December 
7, 2006. Under Phase 1, six foreign ports will begin scanning U.S-bound containers 
for radiation and nuclear detection with an integrated suite of radiation portal mon-
itors, optical character readers, and non-intrusive inspection equipment. While the 
SAFE Port Act called for a pilot to perform 100 percent scanning in three foreign 
ports, the Secretary chose to expand Secure Freight Phase 1 to six ports, specifically 
selected for their unique and varied traffic (such as limited space or high-trans-
shipment traffic) posing different challenges for the suite of scanning equipment. 
The first three ports Qasim (Pakistan), Port Cortes (Honduras), and Southampton, 
(UK) will endeavor to scan 100 percent of U.S.-bound containers transiting their 
ports to meet the SAFE Port pilot mandate. However, in Singapore, the Gamman 
Terminal in Port Busan (Korea), and Salalah (Oman), the unique layouts of the 
ports, space considerations, logistics, and high transshipment traffic necessitate a 
more limited deployment of scanning equipment. Lessons learned from this Phase 
1 deployment, and reported back to Congress per the Safe Port Act requirement, 
will offer a realistic vision of the practicality, feasibility, and challenges of scanning 
shipping containers for rad/nuc in the more than 700 ports that ship to the United 
States. 

Representatives from the industry and foreign governments have expressed grave 
concern over the impact that scanning 100 percent of U.S.-bound containers would 
have on port operations and the flow of commerce. Phase 1 is designed to address 
these concerns as explained: 

• Enacting the 100 percent scanning language before conclusions could be 
drawn from Phase 1 poses technical concerns because the suite of scanning 
technology, including the transportation of data to the host country and back 
to the United States, has never been tested and technical challenges remain; 
• The efficient placement of scanning equipment is complex because of logistics 
such as the size and space constraints of many ports, especially ones with high 
transshipment traffic; and 
• Since equipment must be placed in foreign ports outside U.S jurisdiction, 
alarms must be resolved by local law-enforcement, and foreign governments 
must agree to share data and information with the United States. This factor 
is essential to make scans useful for targeting, and could make foreign govern-
ments less likely to cooperate voluntarily. 

Question 34: The Customs Trade Partnership Against Terrorism (C–TPAT) is 
designated to receive $55.5 million, which after subtracting for salary inflation re-
sults in a program increase of $343,000. The SAFE Port Act directs several changes 
to be made in the current program, including a pilot for 3rd party validators, requir-
ing validations be completed program, including a pilot for 3rd party validators, re-
quiring validations be completed within one year of certification, 4-year revalida-
tions, and minimum standards for each of the CTPAT tiers. How will such a 
slight program increase and no increase in FTEs enable the C–TPAT pro-
gram to meet the SAFE Port Act mandates? 

Answer: Most of the C–TPAT requirements under the SAFE Port Act were pro-
grammatic changes that have already been completed by CBP. This included 
strengthening the minimum security criteria for several of the eligible participants 
(importers, brokers, vessel carriers, etc.), moving to a tiered benefits system and re-
quiring certification of C–TPAT applicants within 90 days of application. A Third 
Party Validation Pilot Program has been developed and will be implemented shortly 
and the C–TPAT Annual Plan has been written. The remaining SAFE Port Act C– 
TPAT requirements will be completed within the established time frames estab-
lished in the Act. 

CBP has evaluated the C–TPAT workload for calendar year (CY) 2007 utilizing 
the C–TPAT Security Link Portal and has determined that current staffing levels 
will allow us to meet the requirements in the SAFE Port Act. 

In CY 2006, over 2,800 validations were completed which now brings the overall 
number of validated C–TPAT certified partners to 67 percent. Utilizing the 157 sup-
ply chain security specialists that are currently on board and validation strategies 
such as blitz operations, it is expected that C–TPAT will conduct approximately 
2,200 new validations and 670 revalidations in 2007, or almost 20 validations per 
SCSS per year. CBP will not only complete the validations required in CY 2007 
under the SAFE Port Act, but will also be able to complete some validations that 
are technically not required until the beginning of CY 2008. Validation blitzes are 
conducted to optimize the utilization of SCSS resources and time by sending several 
teams of SCSS into countries for two or more weeks to conduct numerous valida-
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tions. With the current SCSS CBP will be able to meet the requirements of vali-
dating all certified members within one year of certification and revalidating all 
members not less than once every four years. 

Question 35: CBP also operates several border facilitation programs, including 
FAST, NEXUS (land, air, and maritime), and SENTRI. The FY08 budget proposes 
no increase for these programs and maintains a budget of $11.2 million. In FY08, 
according to supporting budget documents, CBP will enhance the Global Enrollment 
System, which links the processes and security checks for all of the trusted traveler 
programs, establish joint enrollment centers for FAST and NEXUS, and add iris 
scan equipment to all NEXUS and some FAST enrollment centers. 

The more robust these programs, the more people participate, and the more infor-
mation we have on border crossers. It is very concerning that DHS has dedicated 
little funding to improving and increasing these programs for the past several years. 
Do you see security value in these programs? Do you see facilitation value 
in these programs? 

Given the requirements that DHS enforce secure document requirements 
for all travelers crossing the border by June 2009 at the latest, don’t you 
think that a push to increase membership in these trusted traveler pro-
grams would make the transition under the Western Hemisphere Travel 
Initiative (WHTI) easier? 

Answer: FAST, NEXUS, and SENTRI are collectively referred to as the Consoli-
dated Trusted Traveler Program (CTTP), which also includes the Global Enrollment 
System (GES). Membership in CBP’s trusted traveler programs has been growing 
20 percent per year. CBP continues to support increasing membership in its trusted 
traveler programs by: 

• Extending membership periods; 
• Making it easier to apply for membership; 
• Increasing dedicated trusted traveler lanes; and, 
• Increasing the number of enrollment centers. 

2006 
• CBP extended trusted traveler membership to 5 years plus the time until the 
member’s next birthday 
• CBP introduced a SENTRI online application process. 
• CBP opened enrollment centers and dedicated lanes in Nogales, AZ; Laredo, 
TX; Brownsville, TX; and Hidalgo, TX. 

2007 
• In January, CBP and the Canada Border Services Agency (CBSA) began shar-
ing application information to speed the vetting process. 
• As of February, CBP partnered with CBSA in the opening of NEXUS enroll-
ment centers in Seattle, WA; Vancouver, CA; Montreal, CN; and Toronto. 
• By the end of the year, additional enrollment centers will open at all of the 
Canadian pre-clearance sites. 
• By August 2007, CBP will introduce a NEXUS online application. 
• In 2007, CBP is expanding the number of dedicated lanes in California. 

2008 
In 2008, CBP plans to introduce a FAST online application. 
CBP has an aggressive campaign for increasing membership in all CBP trusted 

traveler programs. The FY08 WHTI budget request includes a portion for adding 
additional staff to its enrollment centers. This is to address the anticipated increase 
in enrollment activity brought about by WHTI. The trusted traveler programs do 
add a security value to the process in that the screening (vetting) process since ob-
taining membership is strenuous and thorough. Not everyone qualifies to be a par-
ticipant. Although the trusted traveler programs will facilitate the implementation 
of WHTI, it is not practical to assume an overwhelming number (millions) of trav-
elers needing WHTI-compliant travel documents will opt for a trusted traveler pro-
gram. 

Question 36: Mr. Secretary, I am deeply concerned about the sizeable cut 
in funding for the Center for Domestic Preparedness (CDP) as proposed in 
the President’s Fiscal Year 2008 Budget Request. 

As reflected in the budget, the Noble Training Center is transferred from the U.S. 
Fire Administration to CDP. The Noble Training Center is a unique Federal facility 
which provides training for medical and public health officials to prepare them to 
respond to incidents with mass casualties. The budget for the Center is $5.5 million. 

The FY 2007 enacted funding level for CDP, which provides live chemical agent 
training to first responders, is $57 million. After the merger of these two agencies, 
the total budget in FY 2007 is $62.5 million. 
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Yet, inexplicably, your proposed budget not only cuts CDP’s funding by $3 million, 
but further reduces funding by the total amount of the budget for the Noble Train-
ing Center. The result is an $8.5 million cut—a 13.6% reduction—in critical DHS 
first responder training programs. 

Please submit to the Committee on Homeland Security (1) the justification for 
why the proposed FY 08 budget does not reflect the Noble Training Center’s budget 
when the Center has been transferred to CDP; and (2) the rationale for why the 
proposed budget slashes funding for this vital training program by over 13%. 

Answer: In FY 2007, The Noble Training Center was transferred to the Center 
for Domestic Preparedness (CDP). The integration of Noble with CDP allows the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to provide the full spectrum of ter-
rorism preparedness and specialized first-responder training courses in a single lo-
cation. The FY 2008 request reflects efficiencies gained by combining the two train-
ing centers. 

Question 37: The Federal Law Enforcement Training Center (FLETC) is 
responsible for training Federal Air Marshals, Border Patrol agents, and 
many other Federal officers. 

In a Full Committee hearing last year, you agreed that a number of standard 
courses—such as Spanish language class, physical fitness, and other non-law en-
forcement courses—could be taught by instructors who were not necessarily Federal 
employees. 

Section 544 of the Department of Homeland Security Appropriations Act for Fiscal 
Year 2007 classified instructors at FLETC as ‘‘inherently governmental’’ under the 
Federal Activities Inventory Reform Act (FAIR Act) of 1998. The effect of this provi-
sion prevents FLETC from contracting out standard, non-law enforcement training 
courses. 

This provision could prove detrimental to the Nation’s ability to rapidly train Fed-
eral law enforcement officers to meet critical homeland security needs in the event 
of a national emergency. 

Do you agree that the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center should 
have sufficient flexibility to acquire and utilize non-Federal trainers for 
non-law enforcement classes? 

Will you work with the Office of Management and Budget to identify 
FLETC functions which are not inherently governmental to help restore 
FLETC’s ability to acquire non-Federal training and other services? 

Answer: In addition to serving as an interagency law enforcement training orga-
nization for more than 80 Federal agencies, the Federal Law Enforcement Training 
Center (FLETC) also provides services to State, local, and international law enforce-
ment agencies. The FLETC has more than 400 available training programs and re-
lies heavily upon an instructional staff with law enforcement experience from Fed-
eral, State, and local agencies, as well as civilian and military organizations. The 
instructional staff consists of many individuals on detail from agencies trained by 
FLETC, instructors from non-partner organizations, and rehired former Federal law 
enforcement personnel. In its specialized and advanced training areas, the FLETC 
instructional staff is occasionally augmented by personnel from the private sector 
whenever a particular expertise is not otherwise available from a law enforcement 
source. An example of this has been the utilization of a private individual with expe-
rience in the Arab culture to teach in FLETC’s advanced counterterrorism training 
program. Further, FLETC currently is undergoing A–76 studies on contracting out 
physical training related to physical conditioning and CPR training for basic train-
ees. The FLETC management will continue to look at all phases of training to deter-
mine if additional subject areas can be studied or contracted out while maintaining 
the overall integrity of law enforcement training. 

My office is already working with OMB and FLETC to determine if other training 
subjects can be presented at FLETC by non-Federal personnel. Because of the inter-
agency nature of the training provided at the FLETC, we expect OMB and FLETC 
also will consult closely with all partner agencies in addition to DHS Components 
on the use of non-Federal and non-law enforcement personnel in training conducted 
through FLETC. 

Question 38: The President’s Budget includes a request for $481.1 million for 
3,000 new Border Patrol agents, which according to the budget justification would 
bring the total number of Border Patrol agents to 17,819. 

The Homeland Security Subcommittee on Management, Integration, and Over-
sight conducted an extensive review of Border patrol training and the costs associ-
ated with each new Border Patrol agent. Numerous concerns were raised regarding 
current efforts to recruit new agents and retain existing agents; the lack of suffi-
cient training facilities; the lack of facilities along the borders to accommodate a 
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surge of new agents; and the $189,000 per agent cost to recruit, hire, train, equip, 
and deploy just one new agent. 

How many Border Patrol agents currently are on board? How many addi-
tional new Border Patrol agents can be hired with the balance of unspent 
FY 06 and FY 07 funds? 

Answer: As of February 17, 2007, on-board Border Patrol Agents total 12,812. 
The balance of FY 2006 and FY 2007 funds will be used to hire those agents re-
quired to meet the Border Patrol’s goal of having 14,819 agents on board by the end 
of FY 2007. This target level includes increases by Congress of 1,000 new agents 
in FY 2006 and 1,500 new agents in FY 2007. 

Question 39: How many new recruits currently are in the Border Patrol 
training program at the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center 
(FLETC) in Artesia, New Mexico? 

Answer: As of March 1, 2007, the Border Patrol Academy has 699 students (17 
classes) at the Border Patrol Academy in Artesia, New Mexico. 

Question 40: Please provide for the past three quarters the number of 
trainees who (1) entered Border Patrol training in Artesia; (2) withdrew or 
were eliminated from the training program; and (3) the ultimate number 
successfully completing the training program. Does the FLETC training fa-
cility in Artesia, New Mexico, currently have the capacity to train the new 
3,000 agents provided for in the FY 08 budget, in addition to the new agents 
funded in FY 07? If not, what facilities require expansion and what is the 
projected cost of this expansion? If expansion is required, please submit a 
cost-benefit analysis that compares those costs to projected costs for using 
existing training facilities, both Federal and on-Federal. 

Answer: 
(1) In the 3rd and 4th quarters of FY 2006 and the 1st quarter of FY 2007, there 

were 1,700 trainees who entered the Border Patrol Academy in Artesia, New Mex-
ico. 

(2) Out of 1,700 trainees, 368 withdrew or were eliminated from the training pro-
gram. (Does not include those on continuation of pay (COPs) due to an injury. 

(3) Out of 1,700 trainees, 1,246 were graduated or are still attending the Acad-
emy. 

The FLETC Training Facility in Artesia has the capacity to meet our training 
needs for FY 2007 and FY 2008. FLETC is constructing a new dorm that will be 
usable in FY 2008. FLETC is also adding three modular classrooms and a modular 
housing unit at this time to assist in accommodating both 2007 and 2008 training 
needs. There is no need for additional non-Federal training facilities. 

Question 41: How many Border Patrol agents are projected to retire in 
the next year? The five years? The next 10 years? 

Answer: There are 426 Border Patrol Agents currently eligible to retire, with 35 
more becoming eligible to retire in the next year. An additional 826 agents will be-
come eligible to retire in the next five years, and an additional 1262 will become 
retirement-eligible within the next 10 years. 

Question 42: What is the average annual attrition rate for Border Patrol 
agents? 

Answer: The annual attrition rates for the last three years are as follows: 
FY 2004 5.9% 
FY 2005 3.7% 
FY 2006 6.3% 

Question 43: Please submit to the Committee a detailed break-out of all 
costs associated with recruiting, hiring, training, equipping, and deploying 
one Border Patrol agent. 

Answer: CBP uses a position cost model to approximate the marginal costs of 
adding a Border Patrol agent to the workforce. The model is meant to identify and 
estimate all relevant costs that will be incurred by CBP. A detailed break-out of the 
scalable, incremental cost for hiring one Border Patrol Agent during FY 2008 fol-
lows. 
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Question 44: Please submit to the Committee a detailed timeline which reflects 
(1) when the new Border Patrol agents funded in Fiscal Years 06 and 07 will be 
recruited, hired, trained, and deployed; and (2) the projected timeline for when the 
3,000 new agents funded by the FY 08 budget request will be recruited, hired, 
trained, and deployed. 

Answer: It normally takes up to five months to recruit and hire a Border Patrol 
Agent. The Border Patrol Agents currently being recruited will fulfill the needs for 
FY 2007. The Border Patrol Agents to be recruited between April and May 2007 are 
expected to be on board by the beginning of FY 2008. Customs and Border Protec-
tion is currently keeping recruiting at a pace necessary to fill Academy classes and 
is on track to achieve the FY 2007 goal of hiring 3,000 additional Border Patrol 
Agents. 

Trainee Agents that entered on duty in FY 2006 (some were graduated during FY 
2007) 

Arrived in Artesia for training: 1889 
Deployed to the field (graduated): 1405 
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Trainee Agents that entered on duty in FY 2007 (through Session 658 that arrived 
on 2–22–07) 

Arrived in Artesia for training: 953 
Deployed to the field (graduated): 154 

Question 45: When attrition, failed background checks, and other factors 
are taken into account, what is the total number of new Border Patrol 
agents which DHS will need to recruit in order to achieve the total number 
of 3,000 agents funded in the FY 08 budget? The total number to recruit to 
reach the projected total of 17,819? 

Answer: U.S. Customs and Border Protection is aware of the recruitment chal-
lenges created by attrition and thus is working diligently to agressively recruit Bor-
der Patrol Agents. It is expected to take approximately 90,000 applicants to get 
3,000 agents hired based on a 30:1 applicant-to-hire ratio thus far. In light of this 
ratio, it will likely take at least 150,000 applicants to reach target hires through 
FY 2008. 

Question 46: DHS Canine use 
The breakdown showing numbers of canines and canine teams per agen-

cy employed by DHS is as follows: 
USSS 

The United States Secret Service (USSS) has 57 Explosive Detection Canines (w/ 
57 handlers). The USSS has 14 Emergency Response Canines (w/14 handlers). 
USSS has a total of 71 Canine Teams. 
ICE 

The ICE Federal Protective Service (FPS) currently maintains 60 canine explo-
sives detection dog teams strategically located across the country. 
CBP 

As of March 6, 2007 CBP employs 1,234 canines and canine teams. 
USCG 

The Coast Guard has 18 teams (one handler and one canine per team). 
TSA 

TSA’s canine program deploys only explosives detection teams under the National 
Explosives Detection Canine Training Program (NEDCTP). It is operated coopera-
tively in partnership with local law enforcement agencies and transportation indus-
try stakeholders. The canine handlers come from local law enforcement (airport/ 
mass transit) agencies. Currently, TSA has 441 teams deployed in aviation and 
mass transit systems, with a target of 478 deployed teams by the end of FY 07. 

Shown below are the funding levels in FY 07 and those requested for FY 08, for 
each DHS agency’s canine program. 
USSS 

Overall Approved Budget for Canine Program FY 07: $241,364 
Overall Proposed Budget for Canine Program FY 08: $371,029 

ICE 
The FPS Canine Program is approximately $7.74 million in FY 2007, or $129,000 

per team. This includes the full cost of the FPS inspector and the cost of care, feed-
ing and annual recertification training for the dog. The FY 2008 cost will be ap-
proximately $8.05 million. 
CBP 

While there is no discrete budget for canine enforcement, CBP estimates a pro-
jected spending level for FY 2007 of $130.7 million and a requested funding level 
for FY 2008 of $176.3 million. 
USCG 

The Coast Guard’s recurring annual budget for one Canine Detection Team (CDT) 
is $9.6K per canine and $73K per handler (handlers also perform other MLE/FP du-
ties as needed). The total funding level for 18 teams is $1.5M. 
TSA 

Fiscal year 07 funding, $32M; fiscal year 08 funding is $35.5M. 
The DHS unmet need for canines—displayed by agency—in FY 08 is dis-

played below: 
USSS: At this time the USSS is short three (3) Explosives Detection Canines. 
ICE: The FPS will not require any additional canine teams for FY 08. 
CBP: has no unmet needs for canines in FY 2008. 
USCG: Coast Guard currently has a sufficient number of CDTs. 
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The number of service canines bred domestically, and the number ac-
quired from overseas vendors is explained in the following text: 

The USSS utilizes Belgian Malinois canines. All of the USSS canines are pur-
chased from an American company, the Vohne Liche Kennels,  Indiana. The Vohne 
Liche Kennels acquires its dogs from Germany. None of the canines are bred domes-
tically. 

The FPS explosives detection dog teams are trained at Auburn University. Au-
burn University provides the dog at the time team training begins. A check of the 
University records indicates that 19 of the FPS dogs were bred domestically and 41 
were bred overseas. 

None of CBP’s dogs are purchased from overseas vendors; however most of the 
domestic vendors that supply dogs to CBP utilize and procure a portion of their dogs 
from overseas kennels. 

The U.S. Coast Guard acquires all canines from CBP. 
Below is listed the sources for service canines: 
The USSS purchases all of its canines from the Vohne Liche Kennels Company 

in Indiana. 
All other DHS Components: 
Hill Country Dog Center 
P.O. Box 64070 
Pipe Creek, TX 78063 
830–510–4700 

——— 
Kasseburg Canine Training 
767 Hillsboro Circle 
New Market, AL 35761 
256–379–5697 

——— 
International Canine Exchange 
837 Wapping Rd. 
Portsmouth, RI 02871 
401–640–0626 

——— 
Jill Hoelle 
DBA Von Der Hollenburg German Shepherds LLC 
3435 State Rt. 121 S. 
Greenville, OH 45331 
937–547–9993 

——— 
Beck’s Canine Service 
410 Sandman Dr. 
Kure Beach, NC 28449 
910–279–4343 

——— 
Kevin Sheldahl DBA K–9 Svcs 
13216 Skyview Ave. NE 
Albuquerque, NM 87123 
505–294–5092 

——— 
Southern Police Canine Inc. 
P.O. Box 902 
Spring Hope, NC 27882 

——— 
Not all agencies under DHS employ and fund canines in the same way. For exam-

ple, the NEDCTP has deployed teams in accordance with current base funding lev-
els. The NEDCTP is scheduled to increase the planned number of teams by approxi-
mately 45 as outlined in the FY 08 President’s Budget Request. The NEDCTP has 
its own breeding program located at Lackland AFB, in San Antonio, TX. In addition, 
the NEDCTP partners with the Department of Defense to procure additional ca-
nines as part of the InterService Support Agreement (ISSA). The NEDCTP partners 
with the Department of Defense to procure additional canines as part of the Inter-
Service Support Agreement (ISSA). 

FEMA does not ‘‘employ’’ canine search and rescue teams per se. Canine teams 
that deploy with Urban Search and Rescue Teams are owned and trained by either 
the volunteers or the organizations that contribute to the team from local fire de-
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partments, EMS, or other first responder organizations. The deployment of search 
and rescue dogs in coordination with the 28 Urban Search and Rescue teams is de-
pendent upon availability and need. As a norm, each Search and Rescue team is 
deployed with a 4-dog team (including handlers), but this may vary depending on 
the event. There are approximately 200 FEMA advanced-certified teams (dog and 
handler) in the Urban Search and Rescue system. Each team is required to recertify 
every three years. 

FEMA allocates funds for certification and evaluation through the Urban Search 
and Rescue program but the funding varies depending on the number of dogs that 
need to be certified and evaluated in a given year. FEMA estimates that evaluation 
and certification costs between $225K and $300K per year. The reason these costs 
are fairly fluid is because the majority of costs associated with the deployment of 
canines are charged to the disaster to which they are deployed and funded through 
the Disaster Relief Fund. This requires Urban Search and Rescue teams to request 
reimbursement for canine costs which vary depending again in the length of deploy-
ment and the costs associated for each disaster. There is no steady state. 

Question 47: Project Athena is a surveillance and reconnaissance system that 
has been successfully developed and tested to provide maritime domain awareness. 
Eight Great Lakes States pooled their resources to acquire the Athena technology 
and strengthen the security of Great Lakes ports and along the Northern border. 
the Department of Homeland Security has denied requests to use grant funds to 
support the use of Project Athena, stating that SBInet technologies will be forth-
coming. 

If proven technology exists and is in place today, why is the Department 
not supporting its use? Why is the Department waiting for new and untest-
ed SBInet technologies to be deployed, which may take years? 

In recent years, the Department has encouraged States and localities to take a 
more regional approach to preparing for and responding to terrorist events or nat-
ural disasters. Project Athena is an example of regional cooperation, yet it is being 
stymied by the Department. Do you support these efforts? If so, why? 

Answer: The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) recognizes the progress 
that projects, such as Project Athena Project Hawkeye, Command 2010, and Sea 
Hawk have made in technology and border security along the U.S. maritime bor-
ders. The Project Athena grant application was denied because the request proposed 
the Athena system, once deployed, would be manned by the Border Patrol or U.S. 
Coast Guard. This was contrary to the intent of the grants program. 

DHS is focused on implementing the most effective and integrated mix of tech-
nology, tactical infrastructure, and personnel to secure the Nation’s borders. The Se-
cure Border Initiative (SBI) plan will include deployments sequenced through 6,000 
miles of the U.S. border. Proven technologies implemented under SBInet will com-
plement existing technology and infrastructure along the Northern border to give 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) the ability to fulfill its commitment to 
strengthen control of the Nation’s borders. It is the Department’s goal to provide 
and implement the best available technology and resources. DHS is looking at a 
range of available technology for the maritime borders including maritime radars, 
cameras, and command and control systems, such as Athena, Hawkeye, Sea Hawk, 
and Command 2010. 

The prioritization criteria for selecting which sector will be considered for the de-
ployment of SBInet technology solutions are conducted on a threat-based approach. 
The criteria used would include traffic volume, threat likelihood, vulnerability, con-
sequences, and intelligence. While the initial focus of SBInet will be on the South-
west border, CBP has taken and will continue to take many steps to improve secu-
rity on the Northern border. These steps include the deployment of experienced Bor-
der Patrol agents from the Southern to the Northern border, as well as joint oper-
ations with JTF–N. In conjunction with these steps, the pilot maritime technology 
projects will incorporate ground-based radar and proof of concept multi-sensor sys-
tems, the establishment of new air branches, increased liaisons with our Canadian 
partners through Integrated Border Enforcement Teams (IBETS), and the deploy-
ment of radiation portal monitors (RPMs) at our ports of entry. The SBInet solution 
will provide the security necessary to significantly reduce illegal border crossings 
and greatly enhance the ability of DHS to accomplish its homeland security mission. 

Question 48: How is the Department working with State and local govern-
ments to ensure that they have evacuation plans in place? 

Do these evacuation plans extend to the impact on the communities that 
may serve as hosts to evacuees? 
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Does the Department encourage State and local agencies to communicate 
with surrounding areas that may host evacuees during the planning proc-
ess? 

I understand that some evacuation plans were evaluated last year through the 
Nationwide Plan Review. Would you please discuss this review? What exactly 
did it cover in its evaluation of States plans? 

Answer: A particular lesson from the 2005 hurricane season is our need to be 
prepared to support large numbers of displaced persons—not only in the State that 
experienced the disaster but also in States that may host the displaced families and 
individuals. The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) has made great strides 
in 2006 to improve evacuation preparedness through the Nationwide Plan Review 
and ongoing Gulf Coast evacuation planning support. In 2006, the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency (FEMA) published Recovery Strategy RD–2006–1, which 
describes the assistance FEMA will provide to evacuees and States hosting evac-
uees. To continue and further enhance this work, DHS is currently developing guid-
ance to further assist States in planning for evacuee-support operations and will 
provide technical assistance to help States write model evacuee-support plans. A 
DHS-Preparedness-National Preparedness Integration Program representative is as-
sisting the Mass Evacuation Support Project Committee in this important under-
taking: to plan for potential catastrophic disasters and enhance hurricane evacu-
ation plans. Additionally, the Office of Grants and Training is working with FEMA 
to provide specific guidance to State and local partners to address their overall evac-
uation management and planning. 

Question 49: How is the Department working to expand current first re-
sponder training programs? 

Answer: The Office of Grants and Training, Training Division has undertaken 
several efforts to expand first responder training programs. Most notably, it is in-
creasing the number of web-based course deliveries and train-the-trainer courses to 
the field at little or no cost to the training provider. At this time, it is estimated 
that the number of persons who will receive training through 16 new web-based 
courses will be over 100,000 per year. The Training Division is automating the col-
lection of data on course participants through a Level 1 evaluation system and will 
be able to more accurately count the number of web-based course participants once 
the system is operational. Regarding indirect deliveries, as train-the-trainer deliv-
eries are called, an average of 12,000 responders are trained per month. In addition, 
the Training Division has a program in place to approve courses at the State and 
local level so that States can use their Homeland Security grant funds for develop-
ment, attendance, and overtime and backfill of students attending courses. One goal 
of the Training Division is to have States and other entities, including other Federal 
agencies, assume a greater role in training responders. Implementing a process 
through which they can get course approval increases the number of persons that 
are trained with State grant funds. So, it strongly encourages training entities to 
submit courses through their State Administrative Agencies (SAAs) for review and 
approval. To date, 105 State courses and 153 Federal courses (other than G&T de-
veloped) have been approved by the Training Division, offering training to 74,801 
and 15,960 responders respectively. 

Regarding expanding training efforts at the Center for Domestic Preparedness 
(CDP), CDP has been on a continuous growth initiative since 2001. This initiative 
has taken the CDP from six courses to its current course complement of 29 courses. 
This growth is budget dependent and projected to increase with the transfer of the 
Noble Training Center to the CDP on March 31, 2007, which requires that CDP es-
tablish a comprehensive healthcare preparedness training program within its cur-
ricular offerings. Evidence of this dramatic growth is that since 2001, the annual 
training load of the CDP has grown from 2,522 students in FY 2001 to 61,680 in 
FY 2006. The most growth has been realized in the non-resident (or mobile) training 
program with a 10% increase in the past year. 

Another way the Training Division is expanding training programs is through the 
institutionalization of G&T training courses. This will provide access to training at 
levels unachievable by the use of training providers alone. Many of the G&T aware-
ness-level courses can be provided to state and local training agencies and acad-
emies for inclusion in their basic or entry-level training programs. This will result 
in increased numbers of responders being trained. An example of this institutional-
ization is the National Capital Region training initiative now underway. The Metro-
politan Washington Council of Governments (COG) and DHS G&T Training Divi-
sion are working on an initiative to provide G&T courses to law enforcement per-
sonnel in the NCR. Training Division personnel have been working with the COG 
Police Training subcommittee to plan the delivery of selected awareness-level and 
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performance-level courses. The courses will be presented to the NCR law enforce-
ment agencies’ cadre of instructors in a train-the-trainer format. These NCR police 
instructors will then return to their agencies with a copy of all course materials and 
deliver the training courses to the appropriate staff. To date, 46 law enforcement 
agencies from the NCR have requested to send instructors to participate in this ini-
tiative. 

The Training Division has also created a suite of technology support tools to assist 
in the development, delivery, and reporting of training. Web-Forms is an electronic 
form and data management system built to assist states with the reporting of non- 
G&T provided training (State or Federal sponsored courses) information. Web- 
Forms is also used by States and Federal agencies to submit training for review and 
approval. Approved courses are then placed in either the State-Sponsored Course 
Catalog or the Federal-Sponsored Course Catalog and States can used their grant 
funds to support training attendance. Another technology tool provided by the 
Training Division is the Responder Training Development Center (RTDC). The 
RTDC is an interactive site designed to assist training partners and States in the 
development of quality training products. The RTDC provides detailed information 
on instructional design considerations, as well as templates and checklists to assist 
in the development of a training program from concept through to finished course 
materials. Both Web-Forms and the RTDC are in use and available online to the 
States and Training Division training partners. 

The Training Division maintains ‘‘common’’ catalogs as well as the catalog of G&T 
training courses. These common catalogs, the State-Sponsored Course Catalog and 
the Federal-Sponsored Course Catalog, provide a ‘‘one-stop’’ opportunity for respond-
ers, States and Federal agencies to see what training is already available and being 
delivered by States or Federal training partners. These catalogs provide detailed 
course descriptions and contact information. The Federal-Sponsored Course Catalog 
provides Federal training partners with a place to post their training that is being 
made available for State and local responders to attend. States use their grant 
funds to support training attendance at any course listed in the catalogs. 

The Competitive Training Grant Program (CTGP) is a mechanism for expanding 
the training program based on current events and the immediate needs of the field. 
G&T’s Training Division awarded approximately $100 million in 15 different issue 
areas since FY04. Awardees include included colleges, universities, and non-profit 
organizations. 

Question 50: Please discuss the efforts under way to increase the utilization of 
mobile training courses and web-based learning. Do these efforts include ex-
panding the utilization of existing first responder training courses beyond 
the National Domestic Preparedness Consortium and the Center for Do-
mestic Preparedness? 

Answer: The Office of Grants and Training, Training Division, currently offers 
104 courses to first responders through 45 training providers, including the Center 
for Domestic Preparedness (CDP) and the National Domestic Preparedness Consor-
tium (NDPC). The majority of these courses are mobile training courses. The Train-
ing Division is dramatically increasing the number of web-based courses it offers in 
the coming months. The following courses have recently come on line or are sched-
uled to do so shortly. It is projected that more than 100,000 responders will receive 
courses in this manner: 

1. American Red Cross is delivering 6 online courses providing training on 
WMD awareness, Introduction to NIMS, Incident Command System, and the 
NRP and other topics specific to non-government organizations. These courses 
are being delivered to 90,000 Red Cross volunteers and staff as well as other 
state and local responders. 
2. American Medical Association is developing an online course designed for the 
medical communities and their participation in an incident of terrorism or cata-
strophic event. This course is scheduled to be delivered to 5,000 medical profes-
sionals and other responders. 
3. University of Memphis is developing nine online courses on the topics of cy-
bersecurity and the prevention of cyberterrorism. These courses will be deliv-
ered to 7,000 information technology professionals and law enforcement re-
sponders. 
4. Florida State University is developing an online learning management sys-
tem for the delivery of a suite of courses to port security personnel. These 
courses will be available to several thousand port security staff and other re-
sponders. 
5. George Washington University’s National Nurse Emergency Preparedness 
Initiative (NNEPI) is a web-based training initiative for nurses, focused on pro-

VerDate Nov 24 2008 11:00 May 20, 2009 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00106 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 H:\DOCS\110-HRGS\110-3\35262.TXT HSEC PsN: DIANE



103 

viding opportunities for dynamic and interactive application of both theory and 
practice through scenario-based learning. 
6. Dartmouth University’s Virtual Medical Incident Management Institute is 
developing a standardized, interactive multimedia ‘‘course’’ that can be used at 
any time or location to train. It will train senior public health and medical pro-
fessionals to function effectively as critical participants in local and inter-juris-
dictional incident command structures and maximize medical surge capacity 
and capability during WMD attacks. 
7. Dartmouth University’s Virtual Terrorism Response Academy’s first course is 
‘‘Ops-Plus for WMD Hazmat.’’ This interactive course offers fire, EMS and law- 
enforcement personnel more than 16 hours of practical, engaging training about 
CBRNE (chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear, and explosive) threats. ‘‘Ops- 
Plus’’ features multiple videogame-style simulations that put responders in tac-
tical terrorism-response scenarios. 
8. Northwest Arkansas Community College is currently piloting Terrorism and 
WMD Awareness in the Workplace, Emergency Strengthening Cooperative Ef-
forts Among Public and Private Sector), Business Continuity and Emergency 
Management to address rural preparedness challenges. These interactive 
courses address unmet training needs in both private security and public safety 
preparedness challenges in rural areas nationwide.  

It is important to note that awareness level courses are most suitable for both mo-
bile training and web-based delivery. While performance level courses often require 
the use of expensive equipment or staging areas found at training provider facilities 
like New Mexico Tech, CDP, and NTS, web based and mobile training are used as 
a precursor to performance level classes. 

In addition, last year the CDP trained 30,802 students through mobile training 
efforts and 20,858 through train-the-trainer methods. These have been achieved 
through an aggressive outreach effort and satellite training operations in key Urban 
Areas in the U.S. This process is projected to continue, based on annual appropria-
tions, as the scope of the CDP training programs broadens with G&Ts move into 
FEMA. In addition, the CDP will begin hosting online courses as well as web-sup-
plemented courses designed as pre-qualification and/or sustainment training for the 
Nation’s responders. The CDP currently is partnering with the Emergency Manage-
ment Institute to deliver NIMS-compliant ICS training across the U.S. This surge, 
implemented to meet the national preparedness goal is a major undertaking to as-
sist state and local agencies in achieving DHS-mandated preparedness objectives. 
With the transfer of the Noble Training Center to the CDP, further partnerships 
and collaboration are possible and anticipated with the DHS Chief Medical Office, 
DHHS, CDC, and selected academic/professional entities. 

Question 51: Will you please describe the Competitive Training Grant 
Program and how it will strengthen and expand existing training pro-
grams? 

What is the Competitive Training Grant Program: 
The Competitive Training Grant Program (CTGP), in existence since FY 2004, is 

an initiative that seeks innovative solutions for emerging and unmet State and local 
first-responder training needs. It is conducted annually, based on a congressional 
appropriation, and accepts applications via grants.gov from State, local, tribal, and 
territorial governments; national associations and organizations; higher-education 
institutions; nonprofits, including community and faith-based organizations; and the 
private sector. A rigorous, competitive peer-review process is used to select proposals 
of the highest quality and integrity. Final awards are made through cooperative 
agreements for periods up to 36 months. 

The Office of Grants and Training’s (G&T) training division articulates specific 
focus areas for CTGP each year based on input from the field, training providers, 
and the Department of Homeland Security. These areas represent national prior-
ities, training gaps, and emerging needs based on a dynamic threat environment. 
To enhance traditional delivery methods and to ensure that CTGP training courses 
are accessible to State and local responders throughout the Nation, applicants are 
encouraged to propose training that relies on a distributed and flexible training de-
livery model. This blended-learning approach supplements traditional classroom in-
struction with creative uses of Web-based and computer-based training, simulations, 
and video tele-training. Courses may also be offered locally or regionally to leverage 
expertise, share resources, and enhance training capacity. 

How will it strengthen and expand existing training programs? 
The Competitive Training Grant Program (CTGP) represents an important part 

of the Administration’s larger, coordinated effort to strengthen homeland security 
preparedness. Because the CTGP addresses training gaps and can respond to na-
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tional priorities and emerging threats, it builds on its core training program in a 
way that complements existing training. Since fiscal year 2004, the CTGP has yield-
ed 40 awards in more than 15 different issue areas. Typically, multiple, mobile 
courses are developed under each award, providing accessible training to a large 
number of responders across the Nation. A large number of training programs under 
CTGP are train-the-trainer courses that provide the States with the capability to 
train an increased number of participants. In addition, proposed training programs 
must be innovative and distinct in comparison with current training offered by the 
National Domestic Preparedness Consortium, other Department of Homeland Secu-
rity Office of Grants and Training training partners, other Federal agencies, and 
State and local training academies. 

Question 52: How does the Department of Homeland Security commu-
nicate with individuals and households to ensure that they are aware of 
their responsibility to prepare for events, particularly natural disasters for 
which we have warning? 

Do you believe that the Department should do more to educate U.S. resi-
dents of what they should do to prepare for events? 

What is the focus of the Ready Campaign? How does this program sup-
port the Nation’s preparedness and response capabilities? 

Part one of the question: How does the Department of Homeland Security 
communicate with individuals and households to ensure that they are 
aware of their responsibility to prepare for events, particularly natural dis-
asters for which we have warning? 

Answer: The Department of Homeland Security promotes individual, family, and 
business emergency preparedness through the Ready Campaign. Launched in Feb-
ruary 2003, Ready is a national campaign designed to educate and empower Ameri-
cans to prepare for and respond to emergencies including natural disasters and po-
tential terrorist attacks. 

The campaign includes an effort to reach the Nation’s individuals and families 
through Ready America, as well as has extensions for specific audiences. Ready 
Business helps owners and managers of small—to medium-sized businesses prepare 
their employees, operations and assets. Ready Kids is a tool to help parents and 
teachers educate children ages 8—12 about emergencies and how they can help get 
their family prepared. Listo America, Listo Negocios and Listo Ninos are Spanish 
language versions of these Ready programs. 

The Department spreads the Ready Campaign’s messages through media such as 
television, radio, print, outdoor and Internet public service advertisements (PSAs) 
developed and produced by the Advertising Council; more than a dozen brochures; 
the www.ready.gov and www.listo.gov Web sites; two toll-free phone lines, 1–800-BE 
READY and 1–888-SE LIST; media outreach efforts; and partnerships with a wide 
variety of public and private sector organizations. 

We have been pleased with the campaign’s ability to deliver its message and en-
courage Americans to take action. Since 2003, the campaign’s Web sites have re-
ceived more than 2 billion hits and more than 10 million Ready materials have been 
distributed. In addition, there have been indications of progress in changing the 
public’s behavior on emergency preparedness. A national survey conducted in June 
2006 found 91 percent of Americans feel individual preparedness is important and 
55 percent have taken steps to prepare. 

The Ready Campaign is currently funded (FY 2007) by Homeland Security’s Office 
of Public Affairs and Office of Infrastructure Protection. For fiscal years 2004 
through 2006, the Ready Campaign, including its extensions, Ready Business and 
Ready Kids and its Spanish language version, Listo have received $9.6 million in 
Federal funding. The campaign currently has a staff of two full-time Federal em-
ployees. 

Part two of the question: Do you believe that the Department should do 
more to educate U.S. residents about what they should do to prepare for 
events? 

Answer: The Department is pleased with the strides the Ready Campaign has 
made during the four years since it was created. The campaign’s PSAs have received 
more than $618 million in donated media support; www.ready.gov has received more 
than 2 billion hits and 25.5 million unique visitors; Ready’s toll-free phone lines 
have received over 285,000 calls; and more than 10 million Ready materials have 
been distributed. In addition, a national survey conducted in June 2006 found that 
from 2005 to 2006, the proportion of Americans who said they have taken any steps 
to prepare rose 10 points, from 45 percent to 55 percent. 

While we are pleased with Ready’s progress it is important to note that social 
change takes time. Other government social marketing efforts, like those conducted 
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by the Department of Transportation to promote seat belt use and prevent drunk 
driving have taken decades to achieve their goals. Homeland Security knows that 
Ready still has a long way to go before it can meet all of its goals. That said, there 
is more all of us can do to encourage Americans to prepare for emergencies. In addi-
tion to building upon the Ready Campaign’s success, the Department is also encour-
aging the public and private sectors to play key roles in helping to create a culture 
of preparedness in this country. 

Ready’s message needs to be focused and re-emphasized on the state and local 
level to highlight local threats and plans. Over the past four years, we have seen 
major progress in this area. When Ready was created, only a handful of state and 
local efforts existed. Now nearly every state and major city is doing something to 
get their residents prepared for emergencies. To build on these initiatives, Home-
land Security funding can now be used by state and local governments to create 
their own citizen preparedness campaigns. In addition, the Department is working 
to use Ready’s resources and experience to assist these governments with their own 
focused message. For example, the campaign is the model for cities and states to 
tailor and localize their own Ready advertisements to direct viewers to specific local 
preparedness resources. 

The Department has also established joint efforts with a wide variety of private 
sector organizations to help spread the Ready message. For example, since 2003, 
Minor League Baseball and the Boy Scouts of America have supported the campaign 
by distributing Ready brochures at ball parks across the Nation. 

Homeland Security places a special emphasis on the issue and our public and pri-
vate sector partners during National Preparedness Month. National Preparedness 
Month is a nationwide effort held each September to encourage Americans to take 
simple steps to prepare for emergencies in their homes, businesses and schools. Dur-
ing 2006, more than 1,370 national, regional, state and local organizations took part 
in the designated month by distributing information, hosting more than 900 events 
and sponsoring activities across the country to promote emergency preparedness. 
We hope the 2007 effort will be even more successful. 

Part three of the question: What is the focus of the Ready Campaign? How 
does this program support the Nation’s preparedness and response capa-
bilities? 

Answer: Launched in February 2003, Ready is a national campaign designed to 
educate and empower Americans to prepare for and respond to emergencies includ-
ing natural disasters and potential terrorist attacks. The goal of the campaign is 
to get the public involved and ultimately to increase the level of basic preparedness 
across the Nation. The philosophy behind Ready is that if we get our citizens who 
can prepare to do so, it will free up valuable response resources for those who can-
not help themselves or are in dire straits during an emergency. The Department 
feels that by building the preparedness level of individuals, families, businesses and 
communities we make our Nation more secure, strong and resilient. 

The Ready Campaign supports the Nation’s preparedness and response by encour-
aging Americans to prepare and providing individuals, families and businesses with 
tools to assist them in their preparedness efforts. The campaign’s Web sites at 
www.ready.gov and www.listo.gov and brochures contain information and templates 
that help families get an emergency supply kit, make a family emergency plan and 
be informed about the different types of emergencies that could occur and how to 
respond. These resources also have tools that can assist owners and managers of 
small- to medium-sized businesses in developing a business continuity plan, talking 
to their employees about preparedness and protecting their assets. 

Æ 
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